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Privacy Advisory

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is provided for public comment in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Public Law 90-190), the
President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations (Title 40 of the Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and the U.S. Air Force (Air Force)
Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) (32 CFR Part 989).

The EIAP encourages inviting public participation in Air Force decision-making, allowing the
public to provide input on alternative ways for the Air Force to accomplish its proposal, and
soliciting comments on the Air Force’s analysis of environmental effects. As certain elements
of the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent deployment program need to be protected by
security classification, discussion of the Proposed Action and alternatives in this EIS has
been tailored to permit as much public involvement as possible while fully protecting the
classified elements of the action and their environmental analysis (32 CFR § 989.26(c)).

Public commenting enables the Air Force to make better, more informed decisions. As
required by law, letters and other written and oral comments provided may be published in
the EIS. Providing personal information is voluntary on the part of the commenter. Any
personal information provided will be used only to identify a desire to make a statement
during the public comment portion of any public meetings or hearings or to fulfill a request for
copies of the EIS or associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled into a mailing
list of those requesting copies of the EIS; however, only the names of the individuals making
comments and specific comments will be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone
numbers will not be published in the EIS.

Updated Council on Environmental Quality Regulations

On July 16, 2020, the CEQ issued a final rule to update its regulations for federal agencies
on implementing NEPA with an effective date of September 14, 2020. The effective date
passed before the release of the Notice of Intent (NOI) for this EIS. Therefore, the Air Force
has prepared this EIS in accordance with the new 2020 CEQ regulations (40 CFR §
1507.3(a)). All specific citations of CEQ NEPA regulations are to the 2020 regulations.
However, the EIS’s approach to cumulative effects is consistent with the final rule for the
NEPA Implementing Regulation Revisions published in the Federal Register on April 20,
2022. Because of the breadth and complexity of the Proposed Action analyzed in this EIS,
the Secretary of the Air Force has approved in writing extending both the page and time
limits outlined in the 2020 NEPA regulations.
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
GROUND BASED STRATEGIC DETERRENT DEPLOYMENT
AND MINUTEMAN IIl DECOMMISSIONING AND DISPOSAL

Responsible Agencies: U.S. Air Force (Lead Agency) and Bureau of Land Management,
Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.
Forest Service, and the Wyoming Army National Guard (Cooperating Agencies)

Locations: Locations potentially affected by the project include Coconino county in Arizona;
Logan and Weld counties in Colorado; Cascade, Chouteau, Fergus, Judith Basin, Lewis and
Clark, Meagher, Teton, and Wheatland counties in Montana; Banner, Cheyenne, and Kimball
counties in Nebraska; Bottineau, Burke, McHenry, McLean, Mountrail, Renville, Sheridan, and
Ward counties in North Dakota; Box Elder, Davis, Tooele, and Weber counties in Utah; and
Goshen, Laramie, and Platte counties in Wyoming.

Inquiries: For inquiries about the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent (GBSD) Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) or requests for printed or digital copies of the EIS, contact Carla Pampe
at 318-456-7844 or request materials by email at AFGSC.GBSD.ImpactStudy@us.af.mil.

Report Designation: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Abstract: The action includes (1) deploying the GBSD intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)
system and (2) decommissioning and disposal of the Minuteman (MMIIl) ICBM system. These
activities would take place at F.E. Warren Air Force Base (AFB), WY; Malmstrom AFB, MT;
Minot AFB, ND; Hill AFB, UT; Utah Test and Training Range, UT; Camp Guernsey, WY; and
Camp Navajo, AZ. All MMIll-related facilities, infrastructure, and technologies would be
modernized or replaced as necessary to support the GBSD weapon system. The number of land-
based nuclear missiles in the continental United States would not change and no nuclear matter
would be generated or disposed of. The EIS presents an analysis of the potential effects on the
human and natural environments of implementing the Proposed Action. Analysis of the No Action
Alternative is also presented. Alternative missile systems, methods of basing the missiles, and
means of extending the service life of the MMIII ICBM were also considered. The EIS contains
an assessment of potential effects of the proposal on the following 15 broad environmental
resource areas: air quality, airspace use and management, biological resources, cultural
resources, environmental justice, geology and soils, hazardous materials and waste
management, health and safety, land use, noise, socioeconomics, transportation and traffic,
utilities and infrastructure, visual resources, and water resources. This EIS has been prepared in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 90-190), the 2020
Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500—
1508), and the Air Force’s Environmental Impact Analysis Process (32 CFR Part 989).

Submitting Comments: The Air Force requests that comments on this Draft EIS be submitted
within 45 days of the publication of the Notice of Availability to ensure they are considered by
the Air Force for the Final EIS. Submit your comments through the project website at
www.gbsdeis.com or mail them to GBSD Project EIS, 10306 Eaton Place, Suite 340, Fairfax,
VA 22030.
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A.1 BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT SUPPLEMENT

A.1.1 LEAD AND COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Department of the Air Force (Air Force) is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman 1l
Decommissioning Disposal (EIS), pursuant to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Part 1502. Since the Proposed Action involves access and activity on Bureau of Land
Management- (BLM-) administered land, the Air Force requested their participation in the
environmental review process under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
(Title 42 of the United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 et seq.). as described in the Council on
Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations in 40 CFR § 1501.8, Cooperating Agencies. BLM has
agreed to participate as a cooperating agency and to designate the Air Force as the lead
agency for National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 responsibilities (tribal
consultation) and Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 responsibilities (wildlife). The Air
Force prepared this agency supplement in cooperation with BLM to facilitate the processing and
administration of approval and issuing of right-of-way (ROW) grants. The supplemental
information and ROW grants will enable the Air Force to conduct the proposed activities on
BLM-administered land as well as BLM’s preparation of agency-specific documentation.

Since official designation as a cooperating agency, BLM has supported the effort by (1)
participating in the scoping process, (2) developing information and preparing analyses on
issues on which BLM has specialized expertise, and (3) making staff support available to
enhance interdisciplinary review capability and provide specific comments (40 CFR § 1503.3).

A.1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR BLM-RELATED ACTIVITIES

The purpose of and need for the Air Force’s Proposed Action are outlined in Section 1.3 of the
EIS. Under Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C.
§ 1761(a)(4)), the Air Force would apply to BLM for new ROW grants for proposed activities in
addition to the existing real estate instruments on BLM-administered land in Montana. BLM’s
granting actions would enable the Air Force to comply with Public Law 115-232, as outlined in
Section 1.3 of the EIS. In accordance with FLPMA Section 103(c), public lands are to be
managed for multiple uses that take into account the long-term needs of future generations for
renewable and non-renewable resources. Considering BLM’s multiple-use mandate, the BLM
would decide whether to approve, approve with modification(s), or deny granting the Air Force
ROWs on BLM-administered land for the Proposed Action.

A.1.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

The Air Force published the Notice of Intent for the EIS in the Federal Register on September
25, 2020, which began the public scoping period. Scoping information provided to the public
included general descriptions of the Proposed Action, which included the installation of utility
corridors and construction at the launch facilities (LFs). In addition, the Air Force began tribal
consultations in compliance with NHPA Section 106 and wildlife consultations with U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service in compliance with ESA Section 7, as detailed in Section 1.8 of the EIS.
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During the scoping process, the Air Force received 148 comments from 55 interested parties. No
comments were received that specifically referenced BLM-managed properties. Nine comments
referenced the installation of the utility corridors and seven referenced off-base construction. In
general, these comments requested (1) assessment of environmental effects during
construction, (2) confirmation of post-construction restoration, and (3) regulatory compliance
and implementing of best management practices (BMPs) during construction. Each comment
was reviewed and incorporated either directly or indirectly into its corresponding section of the
EIS.

A.1.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Elements of the Proposed Action that may occur on or affect BLM land include establishing 18.7
miles of new utility corridors and one 1-acre temporary construction area associated with the
refurbishment of an LF (Figure A.1-1). The Proposed Action also includes the potential to
conduct activities within the 21.3 miles of existing utility corridors on BLM land. The utilities
would be installed in a 25-ft- to 100-ft-wide temporary construction ROW along existing roads
wherever possible and maintained in a 16.5-ft permanent ROW. In addition, new utilities to
support the GBSD weapon system might be installed on existing aboveground infrastructure
(e.g., utility poles) along the same routes as the proposed new utility corridors. The temporary
construction ROW would be used for temporary storage of construction materials and
equipment during the construction period. Sections 2.1.6.3, 2.1.7.3, and 2.1.8.3 of the EIS
describe in detail the proposed utility corridors, construction areas, and associated activities.

A.1.5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Section 3.0 of the EIS details the affected environment and analysis of the environmental
consequences associated with the Proposed Action, including its off-base element of the
proposed new and existing utility corridors and a temporary construction area proposed on
BLM-administered land.

On BLM-administered land in Montana, establishing the proposed new utility corridors and
temporary construction area would have potentially significant adverse effects on cultural
resources. BLM's review of previously conducted cultural resources surveys of approximately 50
percent of the project area located on BLM-administered lands, however, indicated no
significant cultural resources are present.

The overall Proposed Action would have potentially significant adverse effects on cultural
resources, socioeconomics, and utilities and infrastructure. Effects on socioeconomics and
utilities and infrastructure would result from implementing elements of the Proposed Action other
than utility corridors and the temporary construction area, thus these potentially significant
effects would not occur from actions proposed on BLM-administered land in Montana.
Potentially significant adverse effects on cultural resources would result from implementing all
elements of the overall Proposed Action, including establishing new utility corridors and
temporary construction ROWSs, and thus could occur on BLM-controlled lands. Only a small
fraction of these elements would be on BLM-administered land, however, thereby reducing the
potential for significant effects on cultural resources located on BLM-administered land.
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The Air Force is developing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) in consultation with interested
Tribes, federal agencies that include BLM, State Historic Preservation Officers and the Tribal
Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other
consulting parties that will stipulate the efforts to be conducted to identify cultural resources,
evaluate any identified resources for significance, and mitigate adverse effects on them. This
PA and the stipulations it contains naturally incorporate the portions of the GBSD Project that
occur on BLM-administered land and would reduce the significance of adverse effects on
cultural resources. Surveys were conducted of the project areas located on BLM-administered
lands in 2021, and consultation with Tribes and other consulting parties is ongoing. A
determination of the level of the effects on cultural resources is expected to be made before the
Final EIS is published.

The elements of the Air Force’s Proposed Action that would be implemented on BLM-
administered land in Montana would be consistent with BLM’s Record of Decision and Approved
Lewistown Resource Management Plan (BLM 2021). The installation of 18.7 miles of new utility
corridors, activities within the existing 21.3 miles of utility easements, and the use of a 1-acre
temporary construction area adjacent to an existing LF would not reduce the sustainability of
wildlife populations, outdoor recreation opportunities, or other public lands management in
central Montana. After a thorough review of the comprehensive and master plans for the
counties encompassing Malmstrom Air Force Base and the missile field, the Air Force identified
no county-level proposed projects that would have reasonably foreseeable effects and that
would have a reasonably close causal relationship to the Proposed Action (Cascade County
2014; Choteau County 2017; Fergus County 2016; Judith Basin County 2016; Lewis and Clark
County 2004; Meagher County 2017; Teton County 2016).

The BLM provided a checklist of issues and resources for consideration in preparing the Air
Force’s applications for ROW grants for the Proposed Action on BLM-administered land. BLM
provided a preliminary determination of effects and rationale for issues that might arise for the
ROW grant applications. Table A.1-1 outlines the BLM and EIS potential level of effects for the
utility corridors and temporary construction area proposed on BLM-administered land and
identifies relevant sections of the EIS for each resource area.

Table A.1-1. Issues and Resources Considered under the Proposed Action
on BLM-Administered Lands

Level of effect on BLM-
BLM BLM administered lands Section
Issue determination rationale Short-term Long-term of EIS
Access NI The portion of the Proposed N/Ad N/A N/A
Action on BLM lands does not
restrict or improve access to
public lands.
Air Quality NI Undetectable and temporary Minor Negligible 3.1
impacts at the site-specific
scale; however, potential
broadscale impacts might
occur.
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Level of effect on BLM-
administered lands

BLM BLM Section
Issue determination rationale Short-term Long-term of EIS

Airspace Use and N/A N/A None None N/A

Management

Areas of Critical NP None in or near project area. N/A N/A N/A

Environmental

Concern

Backcountry NP None in or near project area. N/A N/A N/A

Conservation Areas

Biological Specific Specific biological resource Minor Negligible 3.3

Resources biological rationale given below.

resource
determinations
given below.

Climate NI Undetectable and temporary Minor Negligible 3.1
impacts at the site-specific
scale; however, potential
broadscale impacts might
occur.

Cultural Resources | PI Overall, approximately 50% of | To be To be 3.4
the project already is determined determined
inventoried to Class Ill before the before the
standards with no significant Final EIS Final EIS
sites within proposed utility
sites.P

Environmental NI No environmental justice None None 3.5

Justice populations exist at the site-
specific level; however,
potential broadscale impacts
might occur.

Farmlands (Prime or | NP None present in the proposed | N/A N/A N/A

Unique) project area.

Fire Management NP Not affected. N/A N/A N/A

Fish Habitat NP Streams intermittent. No fish N/A N/A N/A
resources present.

Floodplains Pl Not affected if BLM design Minor Negligible 3.15
features and BMPs are
incorporated.

Forests and NP Not affected if the portion of N/A N/A N/A

Rangelands the Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and BLM design
features and BMPs in this
appendix are incorporated.

Forestry Resources | NP The portion of the Proposed N/A N/A N/A

and Woodland Action on BLM lands occurs

Products primarily in non-timbered
areas. No commercial forest
resources present.
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Issue

determination

BLM

BLM
rationale

Level of effect on BLM-
administered lands

Short-term Long-term

Section
of EIS

Human Health and
Safety Concerns

NP

No human health or public
safety concerns identified at
the site-specific scale;
however, potential broadscale
impacts might occur.

Minor Negligible

3.8

Invasive, Non-Native
Species

NI

Utilities are proposed within
established county and
highway ROWSs. The proposed
utility corridors on BLM lands
run adjacent to county roads
and would be within the county
road ROW. There would not
be an increased level of
disturbance and, if noxious
weeds are present, the Air
Force and counties would be
responsible for their control.

Minor Negligible

3.3

Lands and Realty

PI

The portion of the Proposed
Action on BLM lands would
require ROW processing.

N/A N/A

N/A

Lands with
Wilderness
Characteristics

NP

There are no lands managed
for wilderness characteristics
on or near the project area.

N/A N/A

N/A

Livestock Grazing
Management

NI

The portion of the Proposed
Action on BLM lands occurs
along disturbed road ROWs
outside of grazing allotments
and would not affect livestock
grazing to an extent that would
warrant analysis.

N/A N/A

N/A

Migratory Birds and
Wildlife

NI

No additional wildlife concerns
between the ditches/fences;
however, additional analysis
and considerations would be
required for ROWs beyond the
fences.

Minor Negligible

3.3

Upper Missouri
Breaks National
Monument (Objects)

NP

Outside the project area.

N/A N/A

N/A

National Trails

PI

Not affected if any portion of
the Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and BLM design
features and BMPs in this
appendix are incorporated.

To be
determined
before the
Final EIS

To be
determined
before the
Final EIS

3.4
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Issue

BLM
determination

BLM
rationale

Level of effect on BLM-
administered lands

Short-term Long-term

Section
of EIS

Native American
Religious Concerns

PI

Tribal consultation is being
conducted by the Air Force as
part of the Section 106 lead
federal agency responsibilities
and as part of EIS
consultation.

To be
determined
before the
Final EIS

To be
determined
before the
Final EIS

3.4

Noise Resources

PI

Not impacted at the site-
specific scale; however,
potential broadscale impacts
might exist.

Minor Negligible

3.10

Paleontological
Resources

Pl

Not affected if portion of the
Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and BLM design
features and BMPs in this
appendix are incorporated.

N/A N/A

N/A

Recreation
Resources

NI

Maiden and Judith Peak
Roads are within the Judith
Mountains Special Recreation
Management Area. All other
identified construction sites
are outside of designated
recreation areas. No effects on
the recreation resources are
expected if construction
activities do not result in
significant restrictions or
limitations to recreational
access and utilization.

Minor Negligible

3.9

Greater Sage-
Grouse Habitat

PI

Greater sage-grouse and/or
greater sage-grouse habitat is
present. No concerns exist if
construction occurs between
the ditches/fences; however,
additional analysis and
considerations should occur
for ROWs beyond the fences.

Minor Negligible

3.3

Socioeconomics

PI

Not impacted at the site-
specific scale; however,
potential broadscale impacts
might exist.

None None

3.11

Soils

Pl

Not affected if portion of the
Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and BLM design
features and BMPs in this
appendix are incorporated.

Minor Negligible

3.6

July 2022



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Ill Decommissioning and Disposal

Issue

BLM
determination

BLM
rationale

Level of effect on BLM-
administered lands

Short-term

Long-term

Section
of EIS

Threatened,
Endangered, or
Candidate Plant or
Animal Species

PI

Canada lynx, grizzly bear, and
whitebark pine have the
potential to occur in the project
area.

Minor

Minor

3.3

Vegetation

NP

Not affected if the portion of
the Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and BLM design
features and BMPs are
incorporated.

Minor

Negligible

3.3

Visual Resources

Pl

The proposed activities would
not adversely affect the scenic
qualities of the surrounding
landscape.©

Minor

Negligible

3.14

Wastes, Hazardous
or Solid

PI

Not affected if the portion of
the Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and other design
features and BMPs in this
appendix are incorporated.

Minor

Negligible

3.7

Water Resources

Pl

Not affected if the portion of
the Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and attached design
features and BMPs in this
appendix are incorporated.

Minor

Negligible

3.15

Wetlands/Riparian
Zones

PI

Not affected if the portion of
the Proposed Action on BLM
lands is sited in disturbed
areas between roadway and
fence line and attached design
features and BMPs in this
appendix are incorporated.

Minor

Negligible

3.3

Wild Horses and
Burros

NP

None exist in the planning
area.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Wild and Scenic
Rivers

NP

None exist in the planning
area.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Wilderness and
Wilderness Study
Areas

NP

None exist in the planning
area.

N/A

N/A

N/A

A-10
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Level of effect on BLM-
BLM BLM administered lands

Section
Issue determination rationale Short-term Long-term of EIS
Wildlife NI Greater sage-grouse and/or Minor Negligible 3.3

greater sage-grouse habitat
addressed under the Greater
Sage-Grouse Habitat issue.
Other wildlife might be
considered depending on
where the ROW is proposed.
No additional wildlife concerns
exist if construction occurs
between the ditches/ fences;
however, additional analysis
and considerations should
occur for ROWSs beyond the
fences.

Notes: N/A = Not applicable; NI = Present, but not affected to a degree at which detailed analysis is required; NP = Not present in
the area impacted by the Proposed Action; Pl = Present and might be impacted.

®BLM would require additional inventory to be performed only on lands not previously covered and would require a 150-ft survey
width (75 ft either side of the centerline). If sites are encountered during inventory, contractors would be required to delineate the
extent of the sites in full even if they expand outside of the proposed area of potential effects. The survey width and delineation are
beneficial for reroutes and potential mitigation and/or avoidance strategies related to the site types (e.g., stone circles and cairns)
predominantly found in the district.

¢ Establishing new utility corridors and modernizing the LF on State Highway 19, as proposed, would not adversely affect the scenic
qualities of the surrounding landscape. The BLM-administered lands at these project sites are currently managed as a Visual
Resource Management Class IV. The objective of this class is to provide for management activities that require major modification
of the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape can be high. These management
activities might dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer attention.

4 Not a resource area analyzed in the EIS or a BLM issue area.

A.1.6 MITIGATION MEASURES

The discussion of each resource area in Section 3.0 of the EIS ends by addressing the
mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Action. The primary mitigation measures
relevant to the Proposed Action on BLM-administered land that the Air Force identified for each
resource area include the following:

e Air Quality: Proceed in full compliance with all applicable state-mandated requirements
for air quality, such as controlling fugitive dust emissions during construction.

¢ Preconstruction Surveys: Follow federal and state guidelines for conducting
preconstruction surveys in areas determined to be occupied by or to contain habitat for
sensitive biological resources and take precautions to avoid or minimize effects on the
resources to the maximum extent practicable.

¢ Cultural Resources Identification: Conduct surveys and implement protective
measures for the Proposed Action in accordance with the PA prepared in cooperation
with tribal stakeholders, Section 106 consulting parties, and the ACHP.

e Soils: Install compost blankets and silt fences and implement other BMPs for erosion
and sediment control.

¢ Hazardous Waste Management: Comply with Department of Defense (DoD) hazardous
waste management plans and spill prevention, control, and countermeasures plans to
minimize effects from the use of hazardous materials and generation of waste.
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¢ Health and Safety Plans: Prepare and maintain site-specific health and safety plans to
minimize effects on worker and public health and safety.

¢ Land Use: To minimize potential effects on land use, locate the utility corridors within or
along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas adjacent to
existing facilities.

¢ Noise: Comply with all state and local noise regulations to minimize the potential effects
on the noise environment.

¢ Transportation and Traffic: To minimize potential effects on transportation and traffic,
plan routes and schedules for construction vehicles to minimize potential conflicts with
other traffic and continue existing maintenance of defense access roads to missile alert
facilities and LFs.

o Utilities and Infrastructure: Coordinate with city and county officials for compliance
with local planning on utilities and infrastructure.

¢ Visual Resources: To minimize potential effects on visual resources, locate utility
corridors along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas
adjacent to existing facilities.

o Water Resources: Use approved sediment and erosion control measures during
construction activities and follow DoD spill prevention and response management plans
to minimize potential effects on water resources.

A.1.7 ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

BLM reviewed the portion of the Proposed Action that would be implemented on BLM-
administered land for installing utility corridors and conducting construction staging and material
storage on that land. They provided the Air Force with information on acquiring ROW grants,
permitting, land use management considerations, BMPs, and design features. BLM identified
the need for seven ROW grant applications for six utility corridor locations and one utility
corridor/ temporary construction area adjacent to an LF (see Figure A.1-1). BLM determined
that the existing LF is on Public Land Order 3723 issued July 6, 1965, which withdrew “lands for
Air Force Department facilities” (30 FR 5635, April 21, 1965), and that work within the fence line
would not require a ROW grant. However, a ROW grant would be required since the Proposed
Action includes the temporary use of an adjacent 1-acre area for storage of construction
materials and equipment.

In addition to the BMPs outlined in the EIS, BLM has additional agency-specific requirements,
permits, management plans, BMPs, and design features that would apply to the proposed utility
corridors and temporary construction area when granted on BLM-administered land. Additional
considerations and requirements would include the following:

o Existing ROWSs: BLM would require that existing ROWSs be left undisturbed and noted
that some of the proposed routes for utility corridors parallel or cross existing ROWSs.

o Perpetual ROW Grants: BLM can issue “perpetual ROW grants” to federal government
entities. These grants are not permanent authorization as they can be terminated if the
holder does not comply with the terms and conditions of the grant. In addition, these
grants are subject to the standard 20-year grant review and subsequent 10-year reviews
under 43 CFR § 2805.10(a)(3).
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o Utility Corridors: BLM does not issue ROWs for “utility corridors”. Utility corridors are
designated land uses in a Resource Management Plan (RMP) that are designed to be
compatible with the management goals of the areas through which they pass. The
Record of Decision and Approved Lewistown Resource Management Plan does not
designate any “utility corridors” (BLM 2021). BLM does issue ROWs for “utility corridors”,
which are designed to be consistent with the current land uses in the area. Thus, the Air
Force should request grants for utility corridors instead of utility corridors.

e Land Categories: Public Domain and Bankhead-Jones Land Utilization are the two
categories of land administered by BLM. Since all proposed utility corridors would be
located on BLM-administered lands, no practicable distinction is necessary and land
type can be dismissed as an issue.

o ROW grant applications should include an SF-299, Application for Transportation and
Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands; a map covering the area and showing the
location of the Proposed Action activity, and a plan of development. The Air Force would
prepare a reclamation plan, with interim reclamation starting directly after installation.

o BLM would require the Air Force to attend a preapplication meeting with the appropriate
personnel in the BLM Lewistown Field Office before filing applications.

e The management plans that govern the Proposed Action on BLM-administered land
include (1) Record of Decision and Approved Lewistown Resource Management Plan
and (2) Lewistown Field Office Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed Resource Management
Plan Amendment and Final Environmental Impact Statement (BLM 2015, 2021).

o Before issuing a ROW grant, BLM would have to approve the Air Force’s NEPA analysis
completed for the applications as required by 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 and take any
other action necessary to fully evaluate and decide whether to approve or deny the
application.

During the ROW grant application process, it would be determined which of the following
requirements outlined in the Record of Decision and Approved Lewistown Resource
Management Plan (2021) apply to installing the proposed utilities might apply (BLM 2021):

o GM-MA-01 and SR-MA-01: Apply conditions of approval, BMPs, and mitigation
measures (shown in Appendix F of the plan, Design Features and BMPs) and other site-
specific design features to all resource used to promote rapid reclamation, maximize
resource protection, and minimize soil erosion.

¢ GA-MA-02 and SR-MA-02: As described in Appendix G of the plan, reclamation would
be required for surface-disturbing activities.

e SR-MA-03: Any proposed activities conducted in sensitive soils would incorporate BMPs
and other mitigation measures.

¢ SR-AU-01: Prior to authorizing any surface-disturbing activity (e.g., range
improvements, mineral development, or ROW location), BLM would evaluate the activity
and, if necessary, apply mitigating measures, require reclamation, deny the
authorization, or relocate the activity to a more suitable soil type. Site-specific measures
would be developed for soils with high erosion susceptibility, steep slopes, sparse
vegetation, and shallow soil depth. Activity plans would include mitigation to protect
ground cover and streambank stability and to reduce sediment yields from surface-
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disturbing activities. All surface-disturbing activities are subject to an on-site evaluation
to develop mitigation measures to reduce erosion and soil compaction and improve soil
stability and salinity control.

VEG-MA-17: Planned or permitted surface-disturbing activities would be considered with
BMPs on BLM-administered lands with infestations.

FW-AU-34: Apply appropriate BMPs, conservation actions, and design features as
outlined in Appendix F of the plan to all site-specific surface-disturbing or disrupting
activities during implementation-level project analysis.

LR-MA-01: Collocate new ROWSs, including those associated with valid existing rights,
within existing ROWSs, or where it best minimizes effects. Use existing roads, or
realignments as described above, to access valid existing rights that are not yet
developed. If valid existing rights cannot be accessed via existing roads, then authorize
to the minimum standard necessary any new road constructed to an approved BLM
standard.

Portions of the action are proposed in General Habitat Management Areas and Priority Habitat
Management Areas for the management of the greater sage-grouse. The following parcels are
subject to decisions in the Lewistown Field Office Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed Resource
Management Plan Amendment and Final Environmental Impact Statement (BLM 2015):

General Habitat Management Area: (1) T. 21 N., R. 16 E., sec 24 and 25. (2) T. 21 N.,
R. 17 E., sec 29 and 30.

Priority Habitat Management Area: (1) T. 16 N.,, R. 23 E., sec 22. (2) T. 16 N., R. 23 E.
sec 10.

Non-habitat areas and not subject to decisions in the Lewistown Field Office GSG
ARMPA: (1) T.17N.,R.21E.,sec25. (2) T.18 N.,, R.20 E., sec 11 and 12. (3) T. 15
N.,R. 21 E., sec 13.

BLM provided the following summary of applicable plan decisions from the Lewistown Field
Office Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendment and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (BLM 2015), which is incorporated into the Record of Decision
and Approved Lewistown Resource Management Plan (BLM 2021):

Action LR-1.1: Where new ROWSs are required, collocate new ROWSs within existing
ROWs or where it best minimizes impacts on greater sage-grouse and greater sage-
grouse habitat.

Action LR-1.7: The holder of a ROW shall be responsible for weed control on disturbed
areas within the limits of the ROW. The holder shall be responsible for invasive weed
control for the life of the ROW. The holder is responsible for weed control and monitoring
for 3 years after reclamation has been completed. The holder would be responsible for
consultation with the Authorized Officer and/or local authorities for acceptable weed
control methods.
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During the ROW grant application process, it would be determined which of the following design
features outlined in the Record of Decision and Approved Lewistown Resource Management
Plan might apply to this action (BLM 2021):

Sensitive Soils: Prior to surface disturbance on sensitive soils, a reclamation plan
would be approved by the BLM Authorized Officer. The plan would demonstrate that

(1) no other practicable alternatives exist for relocating the activity, (2) the activity would
be located to reduce effects on soil and water resources, (3) site productivity would be
maintained or restored, (4) surface runoff and sedimentation would be adequately
controlled, (5) on- and off-site areas would be protected from accelerated erosion, (6) no
area susceptible to mass wasting would be disturbed, and (7) surface-disturbing
activities would be prohibited during extended wet periods.

Slope: Prior to surface disturbance on slopes over 30 percent, an engineering/
reclamation plan would be approved by the BLM Authorized Officer. The plan must
demonstrate how the following would be accomplished: Site productivity would be
restored; surface runoff would be adequately controlled; off-site areas would be
protected from accelerated erosion, such as rilling, gullying, piping, and mass wasting;
water quality and quantity would be in conformance with state and federal water quality
laws; surface-disturbing activities would not be conducted during extended wet periods;
and construction would not be allowed when soils are frozen.

Water, Riparian, Wetland, and Floodplains: Surface disturbance and disrupting
activities would not occur in perennial or intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, reservoirs,
100-year floodplains, wetlands, or riparian areas, unless the appropriate environmental
review indicates that such actions are the only practicable alternative. Surface
disturbance would be controlled within 300 ft of riparian and wetland areas. Surface-
disturbing activities would require a plan with design features that demonstrate how all
actions would maintain or improve the functionality of riparian/wetland areas. The plan
would address (1) potential effects on riparian and wetland resources, (2) mitigation to
reduce effects to acceptable levels (including timing restrictions), (3) post-project
restoration, and (4) monitoring (the operator must conduct monitoring capable of
detecting early signs of changing riparian and wetland conditions).

Cultural Resources: Surface disturbance is prohibited within National Register of
Historic Places- (NRHP-) eligible properties, districts, and cultural sites allocated to
conservation for future, traditional, and public use. Some leased areas might be found to
contain historical properties or resources protected under the NHPA; American Indian
Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. § 1996); Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. Chapter 32); Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites; or
other statutes and executive orders. BLM would not approve any ground-disturbing
activities that might affect any such properties or resources until it completes its
obligations under applicable requirements of the NHPA and other authorities. BLM might
require development proposals to be modified to protect such properties or might
disapprove any activity likely to result in adverse effects that cannot be successfully
avoided, minimized, or mitigated.

July 2022
A-15



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Ill Decommissioning and Disposal

e Cultural Resource Inventories, Sacred and Historic Properties: The surface
management agency is responsible for ensuring that the affected lands are examined to
determine if cultural resources are present and to specify design features. Land within or
next to known sacred sites and historical properties and containing high potential for
NRHP-eligible historical and cultural properties. Project proponents are notified that
archaeological resource inventory and mitigation costs might be high in the project area.
A cultural resource plan of operations would be developed in consultation with the BLM
Lewistown or Butte Field Office and must be approved before development takes place.
All surface use plans would be presented to the archaeologist in the Lewistown or Butte
Field Office for review.

¢ Additional Required Design Features for Cultural Resources: Avoidance of all
significant cultural resource locations by no less than 50 ft from the identified site
boundary.

¢ Land Use Authorizations: Land use authorizations incorporate specific surface land
uses allowed on BLM-administered lands by Authorized Officers and those surface uses
acquired by BLM on lands administered by other entities. These BLM authorizations
include ROWs, leases, permits, conservation easements, and recreation and public
purpose leases and patents. The rights acquired, reserved, or withdrawn by BLM for
specified purposes are for non-oil and gas leases, conservation easements,
archaeological easements, road easements, fence easements, and administrative site
withdrawals. The existence of such land use authorizations would not prevent surface-
disturbing activities. The locations of land use authorizations are noted on the oil and
gas plats and in LR2000 (BLM'’s Legacy Rehost System). The plats are a visual source
noting location; BLM’s LR2000 website provides location by legal description through the
Geographic Cross Reference Program. The specifically authorized acreage for land use
should be avoided by developers. All authorized surface land uses are valid claims to
prior existing rights unless the authorization states otherwise.

During the ROW grant application process, it would be determined which of the following
general BMPs outlined in Appendix F of the Record of Decision and Approved Lewistown
Resource Management Plan might apply to this action (BLM 2021):

e F.2.2: Erosion and Sediment Control Practices: Field Manual

e F.2.3: Erosion and Sediment Control Practices: Reference Manual
e F.2.6: Montana Nonpoint Source Management Plan

¢ F.2.13: BLM BMPs

o F.2.20: Montana Nonpoint Source Management Program

The following reclamation practices outlined in Appendix G of the Record of Decision and
Approved Lewistown Resource Management Plan would apply to this action (BLM 2021):

e G.3.1: Manage All Waste Materials

o G.3.2: Ensure Subsurface Integrity and Eliminate Sources of Ground and Surface Water
Contamination

o G.3.3: Ensure Surface Stability and Reestablish Slope Stability and Desired Topographic
Diversity
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o G.3.4: Reconstruct and Stabilize Water Courses and Drainage Features

e G.3.5: Maintain the Biological, Chemical, and Physical Integrity of Topsoil

o G.3.6: Prepare Site for Revegetation

o G.3.7: Establish a Desired Self-Perpetuating Native Plant Community

¢ G.3.9: Manage Invasive Plants

o G.3.10: Develop and Implement a Reclamation Monitoring and Reporting Strategy
e G.4: Seeding

A.1.8 AGENCY-SPECIFIC NEPA REQUIREMENTS

It is the intent of BLM to adopt the GBSD Deployment EIS after confirming the adequacy for
meeting their NEPA requirements and to prepare their decision document associated with the
components of the Proposed Action on BLM-administered land. If BLM receives ROW grant
application(s) during the EIS development, a categorical exclusion or an environmental
assessment with a finding of no significant impact would be prepared, either of which would
incorporate by reference this EIS in whole or in part and rely on the determination of effects it
contains.

BLM'’s public circulation timeline for a Draft EIS under their agency-specific NEPA requirements
is 45 days minimum and 30 days prior to signing a Record of Decision (ROD) for a Final EIS.
The ROD for a BLM EIS cannot be issued until the later of the following dates: 90 days after the
publication of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) notice of filing of the draft
EIS or 30 days after publication of EPA’s notice of filing of the Final EIS (40 CFR § 1506.10(b)).
The circulation and comment periods established for the Air Force’s GBSD Deployment EIS
scoping material, the Draft EIS, and Final EIS were specifically designed to meet the
requirements of both the Air Force and the cooperating agencies, including BLM.

A.1.9 SENSITIVE WILDLIFE AND FISH SPECIES

Table A.1-2 identifies threatened, endangered, candidate/proposed, and BLM sensitive wildlife
and fish species with the potential to occur on BLM lands within the GBSD analysis area in the

Lewistown Field Office. Project activities that could affect these species will be coordinated with
the BLM and conducted in accordance with BLM Resource Management Plans.
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Table A.1-2. Federally Protected and BLM Sensitive Species with the Potential to Occur
on BLM Lands within the GBSD Analysis Area in the Lewistown Field Office

Potential to
occur on
Species BLM- Rationale
Common and administered for
Scientific Name | Status’ lands? exclusion? Brief habitat description and range in Montana
Fish

Northern S Yes N/A Northern redbelly dace prefer quiet waters from beaver

redbelly dace x ponds, bogs, and clear streams. The finescale dace

Finescale dace likes similar habitat but is also found in larger lakes.

Phoxinus eos x Known in Big Coulee Ck in Judith Basin Co.

Phoxinus

neogaeus

Paddlefish S No HAB Slow or quiet waters of large rivers or impoundments.
They spawn on the gravel bars of large rivers during

Polyodon spring high water. Paddlefish tolerate, or perhaps seek,

spathula turbid water.

Pallid Sturgeon E No HAB Large turbid streams including the Missouri and

, Yellowstone rivers. They use all channel types,

Scaphirhynchus primarily straight reaches with islands. They primarily

albus use areas with substrates containing sand (especially
bottom sand dune formations) and fines (93% of
observations).

Sauger S Yes N/A Larger turbid rivers and the muddy shallows of lakes

. . and reservoirs. They spawn in gravelly or rocky areas

Stizostedion in shallow water and seem to prefer turbid water.

canadense

Sturgeon chub S Yes N/A Turbid water with moderate-to-strong current over

. bottoms ranging from rocks and gravel to coarse sand.

Macrhybopsis

gelida

Westslope S Yes N/A Gravel substrate in riffles and pool crests for spawning

cutthroat trout habitat. Cutthroat trout have long been regarded as
sensitive to fine sediment.

Oncorhynchus

clarki lewisi

Amphibians and Reptiles

Great Plains S Yes N/A Sagebrush-grassland, rainwater pools in road ruts, in

toad stream valleys, at small reservoirs and stock ponds,
and around rural farms; breeding has been

Bufo cognatus documented in small reservoirs and backwater sites
along streams; appears to prefer stock tanks and
roadside ponds rather than floodplains. Eggs and
larvae develop in shallow water, usually clear or slightly
turbid, but not muddy.

Western toad S No HAB Utilize a wide variety of habitats, including desert

Anaxyrus boreas
boreas

springs and streams, meadows and woodlands,
mountain wetlands, beaver ponds, marshes, ditches,
and backwater channels of rivers where they prefer
shallow areas with mud bottoms.
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Potential to
occur on
Species BLM- Rationale
Common and administered for
Scientific Name | Status’ lands? exclusion? Brief habitat description and range in Montana
Greater short- S Yes N/A Ridge crests between coulees, and in sparse, short
horned lizard grass and sagebrush with sun-baked soil; limestone
outcrops in canyon bottoms of sandy soil with an open
Phrynosoma canopy of limber pine-Utah juniper; and are also
hernandesi present on flats of relatively pebbly or stony soil with
sparse grass and sagebrush cover.
Milksnake S Yes N/A Open sagebrush-grassland habitat and ponderosa pine
. savannah with sandy soils, most often in or near areas
Lgmpropeltls of rocky outcrops and hillsides or badland scarps,
triangulum sometimes within city limits.
Spiny softshell S Yes N/A Primarily a riverine species, occupying large rivers and
river impoundments, but also occurs in lakes, ponds
Ap.al.one along rivers, pools along intermittent streams, bayous,
spinifera irrigation canals, and oxbows. Open sandy or mud
banks, a soft bottom, and submerged brush and other
debris. Spiny Softshells bask on shores or on partially
submerged logs. They burrow into the bottoms of
permanent water bodies, either shallow or relatively
deep (0.5-7.0 meters [m]), where they spend winter.
Eggs are laid in nests dug in open areas in sand,
gravel, or soft soil near water.
Western hog- S Yes N/A Apparent preference for arid areas, farmlands, and
nosed snake floodplains, particularly those with gravelly or sandy
Heterodon soil, has been noted. They occupy burrows or dig into
) soil, and less often, are found under rocks or debris
hasicus during periods of inactivity.
Birds
American Bittern S No HAB Prefers large freshwater wetlands with tall emergent
vegetation, such as bulrushes and cattails,
Botgur us occasionally in sparsely vegetated wetlands. Nest is a
lentigmosus platform over shallow water made of dried rushes,
cattails, and sedges supported by dense emergent
vegetation. Forages in marsh vegetation and wet
meadows.
Baird’s sparrow S Yes N/A Nest in native prairie, but structure may ultimately be
more important than plant species composition.
Ammgdr amus (Nesting has been observed in crested wheat, while
bairdii smooth brome is avoided.) Areas with little to no
grazing activity are required.
Bald eagle S Yes N/A Near open water, including rivers andstreams and
. lakes; nesting and roosting in large ponderosa pine,
Haliaeetus Douglas fir, or cottonwood trees in proximity to open
leucocephalus water and rivers.
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Potential to
occur on
Species BLM- Rationale
Common and administered for
Scientific Name | Status’ lands? exclusion? Brief habitat description and range in Montana
Black tern S No HAB Wetlands, marshes, prairie potholes, and small ponds.
Chilodonias 30%-50% of the wetland complex is emergent
; vegetation. Vegetation within known breeding colonies
niger includes alkali bulrushes, canary reed-grass, cattail
spp., sedge spp., rush spp., reed spp., grass spp.,
Polygonum spp., Juncus spp., and Potamogeton spp.,
indicating a wide variety of potential habitats are usable
by Black Terns. Water levels range from about 0.5 m to
more than 2.0 m, with most having depths between 0.5
m and 1.0 m.
Black-backed S No HAB Early successional, burned forest of mixed conifer,
woodpecker lodgepole pine, Douglasfir, and spruce-fir, although
L . they are more numerous in lower elevation Douglas-fir
Picoides arcticus and pine forest habitats than in higher elevation
subalpine spruce forest habitats.
Brewer’s S Yes N/A Sagebrush, mountain meadows, and mountain shrub
sparrow habitats; nested in sagebrush averaging 16 inches
. . high. The cover (concealment) for the nest provided by
Spizella breweri sagebrush is very important.
Burrowing owl S Yes N/A Open grasslands, where abandoned burrows dug by
mammals such as ground squirrels, prairie dogs, and
Athgne . badgers are available. Black-tailed Prairie Dog and
cunicularia Richardson's Ground Squirrel colonies provide the
primary and secondary habitat for Burrowing Owils in
the state.
Caspian Tern S No HAB Prefers islands within larger lakes and reservoirs with
sandy or stony beach, which are used for nesting. Has
Hydrgprogne been found along rivers, although the area is unknown
caspia as a nesting habitat.
Chestnut- S Yes N/A Species prefers short-to-medium grasses that have
collared been recently grazed or mowed. Prefers native
longspur pastures.
Calcarius
ornatus
Common Tern S No HAB Nests on sparsely vegetated islands in large bodies of
. water. Nest substrate includes sandy, pebbly, or stony
Sterna hirundo matter surrounded by matted or sparsely scattered
vegetation. A BLM Lewistown study showed that the
Common Tern selects sites larger than 30 acres with
emergent vegetation covering more than 25% of the
shoreline with all nesting occurring on islands.
Ferruginous S Yes N/A Mixed-grass prairie, shrub-grasslands, grasslands,
hawk grass-sagebrush complex, and sagebrush steppe.
Buteo regalis
Flammulated S Yes N/A Old-growth or mature ponderosa pine, ponderosa pine,

owl

Otus flammeolus

and Douglas-fir forests, often mixed with mature aspen,
nesting in cavities, feeding on insects.
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Potential to
occur on
Species BLM- Rationale
Common and administered for
Scientific Name | Status’ lands? exclusion? Brief habitat description and range in Montana
Forster's Tern S No HAB Prefers large marshes with extensive reed beds or
. Muskrat houses, occasionally along marshy borders of
Sterna forsteri lakes and reservoirs. Nests colonially, close to foraging
sites. Sites can be 100 acres with more than 25%
vegetation coverage of the shoreline.
Franklin’s gull S No HAB Preferring large, relatively permanent prairie marsh
.. complexes, the Franklin's Gull builds its nests over
Larus pipixcan water on a supporting structure of emergent
vegetation. Nesting is noted to occur in cattails and
bulrushes.
Golden eagle S Yes N/A Nest on cliffs and in large trees (occasionally on power
, poles) and hunt over prairie and open woodlands. Cliff
Aquila nests selected for south or east aspect, less than 200
chrysaetos inches snowfall, low elevation, availability of
sagebrush/grassland hunting areas.
Great gray owl S Yes N/A Habitat is dense coniferous and hardwood forest,
. especially pine, spruce, paper birch, poplar, and
Strix nebulosa second-growth and especially near water. They forage
in wet meadows, boreal forests, and spruce-tamarack
bogs in the far north and coniferous forest and
meadows in mountainous areas. Nest in the tops of
large broken-off tree trunks (especially in the south), in
old nests of other large birds (e.g., hawk nest)
especially in the north, or in debris platforms from
dwarf mistletoe, frequently near bogs or clearings.
Nests are frequently reused, and the same pair often
nests in the same area in successive years.
Greater sage- S Yes N/A Tall dense stands of sagebrush; 6—18-inch-high
grouse sagebrush-covered benches in June to July (average
213 acres); move to alfalfa fields (144 acres) or
Contn ocercus greasewood bottoms (91 acres) when forbs on the
urophasianus benches dry out and back to sagebrush (average 128
acres) in late August to early September.
Least tern E No ODR Nest on unvegetated sand-pebble beaches and islands
of large reservoirs and rivers in northeastern and
Ste.”’“’a southeastern Montana, specifically the Yellowstone
antillarum and Missouri river systems.
Loggerhead S Yes N/A Open riparian areas, agricultural areas, grasslands,
shrike shrublands, and pifion/juniper woodlands.
Lanius
ludovicianus
Long-billed S Yes N/A Nests primarily in short-grass or mixed-prairie habitat
curlew with flat to rolling topography. Habitats with trees, high
. density of shrubs (e.g., sagebrush [Artemisia spp.]),
Numgn/us and tall, dense grass generally. Taller, denser grass
americanus

used during brood-rearing when shade and
camouflage from predators are presumably more
important for chicks but may also reflect decline in
availability of shorter habitats with season.
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Potential to
occur on
Species BLM- Rationale
Common and administered for
Scientific Name | Status’ lands? exclusion? Brief habitat description and range in Montana
Thick-billed S Yes N/A Breeding habitat is a matrix of perennial shortgrass
longspur species (e.g., Bouteloua gracilis and Buchloe
dactyloides) interspersed with cactus and limited cover
Rhy nchop hanes of midgrasses (e.g., Aristida longiseta, Agropyron
meccownii smithii, and Stipa comata) and shrubs (e.g., Gutierrezia
sarothrae, Chrysothamnus nauseosus, and Artemesia
frigida).
Mountain plover S Yes N/A Prairie dog colonies and other shortgrass prairie sites
Charadrius are confirmed as preferred breeding habitat. Strong
preference was also given to sites with slopes less
montanus than 5% and grass height of less than 3 inches.
Peregrine falcon S Yes N/A Wide variety of habitats, selects cliff ledges or rock
. outcroppings for nesting, preferring high, open cliff
gizzgeregrmus faces that dominate the surrounding area.
Piping Plover T No HAB Nests on sand or pebble beaches on freshwater and
Charadrius saline wetlands, lakes, reservoirs, and rivers. Only
nests in areas with sparse to no vegetation. Summer
melodus range primarily in northeastern Montana with isolated
population in Pondera County.
Red-headed S Yes N/A Along major rivers having riparian forest. Open
woodpecker savannah country with ground cover, snags, and
Melaneroes canopy cover. Large burns also utilized. Nest in holes
p excavated 2—-25 m above ground by both sexes in live
erythrocephalus trees, dead stubs, utility poles, or fence posts.
Individuals nest in the same cavity in successive years.
Red Knot T No HAB Annually migrate between arctic tundra breeding
. grounds and marine wintering habitats in Tierra del
Calidris canutus Fuego. There are only ~50 observations documented
rufa for individuals stopping at Montana wetlands with only
zero to four for any given year since the 1970s; 60% of
observations have been in May associated with
northward migration. Migratory stopovers in Montana
are rare but are most common at larger wetlands and
60% of documented migratory stopovers in Montana
have been at Freezout Lake, Benton Lake National
Wildlife Refuge, and Lake Bowdoin National Wildlife
Refuge.
Sagebrush S Yes N/A Prefers the interior of large, contiguous areas of big
Sparrow sagebrush or sagebrush-saltbush habitats. Positively
L . correlated with sagebrush cover, height, and bare
ﬁgfﬂ;ﬁf’za ground and negatively correlated with grass cover.
Sage thrasher S Yes N/A Sagebrush obligate in Montana. Abundance is

Oreoscoptes
montanus

generally positively correlated with the amount of sage
cover and negatively correlated with grass cover.
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Species
Common and
Scientific Name

Status’

Potential to
occur on
BLM-
administered
lands?

Rationale
for
exclusion?

Brief habitat description and range in Montana

Sprague’s pipit

Anthus spragueii

S

Yes

N/A

Native, medium-to-intermediate height prairie and in a
short-grass prairie landscape, can often be found in
areas with taller grasses. more abundant in native
prairie than in exotic vegetation; area sensitive,
requiring relatively large areas of appropriate habitat.

Veery

Catharus
fuscescens

Yes

N/A

Generally inhabits damp, deciduous forests in the east.
Has a strong preference for riparian habitats in several
regions, including the Great Plains. Prefers disturbed
forest, probably because denser understory is not
found in undisturbed forests. In Montana, Veerys are
often associated with willow thickets and cottonwood
along streams and lakes in valleys and lower mountain
canyons.

White-faced ibis
Plegadis chihi

Yes

N/A

Freshwater wetlands, including ponds, swamps, and
marshes with pockets of emergent vegetation. Also use
flooded hay meadows and agricultural fields as feeding
locations. Nest in areas where water surrounds
emergent vegetation, bushes, shrubs, or low trees. Use
old stems in cattails (Typha spp.), hardstem bulrush
(Scirpus acutus), or alkali bulrush (S. paludosus) over
shallow water as their nesting habitat.

Mammals

Black-footed
ferret

Mustela nigripes

No

ODR

Intimately tied to prairie dogs and found only in
association with prairie dogs. Limited to habitat used by
prairie dogs: grasslands, steppe, and shrub steppe.
Rely on abandoned prairie dog burrows for shelter.
Only large complexes (several thousand acres of
closely spaced colonies) can support and sustain a
breeding population. Estimated that 40—60 hectares of
prairie dog colony is needed to support one Black-
Footed Ferret, and females with litters have never been
found on colonies less than 49 hectares.

Black-tailed
prairie dog

Cynomys
ludovicianus

Yes

N/A

Colonies are found on flat, open grasslands and
shrub/grasslands with low, relatively sparse vegetation.
The most frequently occupied habitat in Montana is
dominated by western wheatgrass, blue grama, and
big sagebrush. Colonies are associated with silty clay
loams, sandy clay loams, and loams and fine-to-
medium textured soils are preferred, presumably
because burrows and other structures tend to retain
their shape and strength better than in coarse, loose
soils.

Canada lynx

Lynx canadensis

Yes

N/A

Dense spruce-fir, Douglas-fir, early seral lodgepole
pine, and mature lodgepole pine with developing
understory of spruce-fir and aspen in subalpine zone
and timberline, using caves, rock crevices, banks, logs
for denning, closely associated with snowshoe hare.
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Species
Common and
Scientific Name

Status’

Potential to
occur on
BLM-
administered
lands?

Rationale
for
exclusion?

Brief habitat description and range in Montana

Fringed myotis

Myotis
thysanodes

S

Yes

N/A

Rocky outcroppings in mid-elevation ponderosa pine,
pifion/juniper, oak, and mixed conifer woodlands,
grasslands, deserts, and shrublands.

Gray wolf

Canis lupis

Yes

N/A

No particular habitat preference except for the
presence of native ungulates within its territory on a
year-round basis. Gray Wolves establishing new packs
in Montana have demonstrated greater tolerance of
human presence and disturbance than previously
thought characteristic of this species.

Grizzly bear

Ursus arctos
horribilis

Yes

N/A

Primarily use meadows, seeps, riparian zones, mixed-
shrub fields, closed timber, open timber, sidehill parks,
snow chutes, and alpine slabrock habitats. Habitat use
is highly variable between areas, seasons, local
populations, and individuals. Historically, the Grizzly
Bear was primarily a plains species occurring in higher
densities throughout most of eastern Montana.

Pallid bat

Antrozous
pallidus

Yes

N/A

Arid deserts, juniper woodlands, sagebrush shrub-
steppe, and grasslands, often with rocky outcrops and
water nearby. Arid and semi-arid regions throughout
northern Mexico and the western United States. Pallid
Bats eat beetles, grasshoppers, and moths, and they
forage for slow-moving prey, such as scorpions,
flightless arthropods, and sometimes lizards, at and
near ground level. Visit flowers in their hunt for insects
and are natural pollinators of several species of cactus
In south-central Montana.

Spotted Bat

Euderma
maculatum

Yes

N/A

Most often in open arid habitats dominated by Utah
juniper and sagebrush sometimes intermixed with
limber pine or Douglas-fir, or in grassy meadows in
Ponderosa pine savannah. Other common habitat
attributes are cliffs, rocky outcrops, and water sources.
Roosts in caves and cracks and crevices in cliffs and
canyons.

Swift fox

Vulpes velox

Yes

N/A

Open prairie and arid plains, including areas intermixed
with winter wheat fields in north-central Montana. They
use burrows when they are inactive; either dug by
themselves or made by other mammals (marmot,
prairie dog, or badger). The burrows are usually
located in sandy soil on high ground, such as hill tops
in open prairies, along fencerows, or occasionally in a
plowed field. Suitable habitat is generally extensive in
size (preferably over 100,000 acres), with relatively
level topography and greater than 50% of the area
undisturbed by agriculture. A total of 8 million suitable
acres identified in Montana.

Townsend’s big-
eared bat

Plecotus
townsendii

Yes

N/A

Associated with caves and abandoned mines for day
roosts and hibernacula, will also use abandoned
buildings in western shrubland, pifion/juniper
woodlands, and open montane forests in elevations up
to 9,500 ft.
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Potential to
occur on
Species BLM- Rationale

Common and administered for
Scientific Name | Status’ lands? exclusion? Brief habitat description and range in Montana
Wolverine S Yes N/A
Gulo gulo

Plants

Whitebark pine C No HAB Whitebark Pine is a common component of subalpine

forests and a dominant species of treeline and
krummholtz habitats. It occurs in almost all major
mountain ranges of western and central Montana.
Populations of whitebark pine in Montana and across
most of western North America have been severely
impacted by past Mountain Pine Beetle outbreaks and
by the introduced pathogen, white pine blister rust.

Notes: BLM prepared this table based on review of the 2021 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service species list and the 2020 BLM Montana
and Dakotas special status species list (BLM 2020).

' Status codes: C = federally proposed/candidate for listing; E = federally listed endangered; S = BLM sensitive; T = federally listed
threatened.

2Exclusion rationale codes: HAB = no habitat present in Analysis Area; ODR = outside known distributional range of the species;
N/A = not applicable, as the species was not excluded; SEA = species not present/affected during season.

Pinus albicaulis
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A.2 BUREAU OF RECLAMATION SUPPLEMENT

A.2.1 LEAD AND COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Department of the Air Force (Air Force) is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Il
Decommissioning and Disposal (EIS), pursuant to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 1502. Since the Proposed Action involves access to and activity on land
administered by the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the Air Force requested their participation in
the environmental review process under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
(Title 42 of the United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 et seq.), as described in the Council on
Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations in 40 CFR § 1501.8, Cooperating Agencies. BOR
has agreed to participate as a cooperating agency and to designate the Air Force as the lead
agency for National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 responsibilities. The Air
Force prepared this agency supplement in cooperation with BOR to facilitate the approval and
issuing of a special use permit for right-of-way (ROW) easements, which are required to cross
BOR lands under 43 CFR Part 429, Use of Bureau of Reclamation Land, Facilities, and
Waterbodies, for the proposed GBSD activities on BOR land in Montana. In addition, this
agency supplement facilitates BOR’s preparation of agency-specific NEPA documentation. The
supplemental information and ROW easements will enable the Air Force to conduct the
proposed GBSD activities on BOR land.

Since its official designation as a cooperating agency, BOR has supported the effort by (1)
participating in the scoping process, (2) developing information and preparing analyses of
issues on which BOR has specialized expertise, and (3) making staff support available to
enhance interdisciplinary review capability and provide specific comments (40 CFR § 1503.3).

A.2.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR BOR-RELATED ACTIVITIES

The purpose of and need for the Air Force’s Proposed Action are outlined in Section 1.3 of the
EIS. To gain access to and conduct activities of the Proposed Action on BOR land, the Air Force
will apply to BOR for a special use permit using Standard Form 299, Application for
Transportation, Utility Systems, Telecommunications and Facilities on Federal Lands and
Property. BOR’s approval action for the new authorization would enable the Air Force to comply
with Public Law 115-232, as outlined in Section 1.3 of the EIS. Considering BOR’s multiple use
mandate, BOR would decide whether to approve, approve with modification(s), or deny granting
the Air Force a special use permit for the Proposed Action.

A.2.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

The Air Force published the Notice of Intent for the EIS in the Federal Register on September
25, 2020, which initiated the public scoping period. Scoping information provided to the public
included a general description of the Proposed Action (i.e., installation of utility corridors and
refurbishment of existing launch facilities [LFs]). In addition, the Air Force began consultations in
compliance with NHPA Section 106, as detailed in Section 1.8.1 of the EIS.
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During the scoping process, the Air Force received 148 comments from 55 interested parties.
No comments were received that specifically referenced BOR-administered land. Nine
comments referenced the installation of the utility corridors and seven referenced off-base
construction. In general, these comments requested (1) assessment of environmental effects
during construction, (2) confirmation of post-construction restoration, and (3) regulatory
compliance and implementation of best management practices (BMPs) during construction.
Each comment was reviewed and incorporated either directly or indirectly into its corresponding
section of the EIS.

A.2.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The off-base elements of the Proposed Action that would occur on or affect BOR land include
establishing approximately 3.2 miles of new utility corridors and refurbishing one LF in Montana
(Figure A.2-1). The Proposed Action also includes the potential to conduct activities within the
5.3 miles of existing utility corridors on BOR land. The utilities would be installed in a 25-ft- to
100-ft-wide temporary construction ROW along existing roads wherever possible and
maintained in a 16.5-ft permanent ROW. In addition, new utilities to support the GBSD weapon
system might be installed on existing aboveground infrastructure (e.g., utility poles) along the
same routes as the proposed new utility corridors. LF activities would be confined to areas
within the property boundaries; however, approximately 1 acre adjacent to the LF would be
used to accommodate temporary storage of construction materials and equipment. Sections
2.1.6.3, 2.1.7.3, and 2.1.8.3 of the EIS describe in detail the proposed utility corridors and
associated activities.

A.2.5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Section 3.0 of the EIS details the affected environment and analysis of the environmental
consequences associated with the Proposed Action, including those of the off-base elements of
the proposed new and existing utility corridors and LF construction proposed on BOR land.

Potential significant adverse effects on cultural resources could result from implementing the
overall Proposed Action, including establishing new utility corridors and LF construction, and
thus could occur on BOR land. Only a fraction of these elements would be involved, however,
reducing the potential for significant effects on cultural resources on BOR land. The Air Force is
developing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) in consultation with interested Tribes, federal
agencies that include BOR, the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other
consulting parties that will stipulate the efforts to be conducted to identify cultural resources,
evaluate any identified resources for significance, and mitigate adverse effects on them. The PA
and its stipulations incorporate the elements of the GBSD Project that would occur on BOR land
and would reduce the potential for significant adverse effects on cultural resources. Surveys
were conducted of the project areas located on BOR land in 2021, and consultation with Tribes
and other consulting parties is ongoing. A determination of the level of the effects on cultural
resources is expected to be made before the Final EIS is published.
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The elements of the Air Force’s Proposed Action that would be implemented on BOR land
would be consistent with BOR’s mission to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of
public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations. The Air Force’s

proposed utility siting would be within the existing roadway corridor and disturbed land.

After a thorough review of the comprehensive and master plans for the counties encompassing
the Proposed Action that would be implemented on BOR land, the Air Force identified no
county-level proposed projects that would have reasonably foreseeable effects and that would
have a reasonably close causal relationship to the Proposed Action (Teton County 2016).

A.2.6 MITIGATION MEASURES

The discussion of each resource area in Section 3.0 of the EIS ends by addressing the
mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Action. The primary mitigation measures
relevant to the Proposed Action on BOR land and elsewhere that the Air Force has identified for
each resource area include the following:

e Air Quality: Proceed in full compliance with all applicable state-mandated requirements
for air quality, such as controlling fugitive dust emissions during construction.

o Biological Resources: Follow federal and state guidelines for conducting
preconstruction surveys in areas determined to be occupied by or to contain habitat for
sensitive biological resources and take precautions to avoid or minimize effects on the
resources to the maximum extent practicable.

e Cultural Resources: Conduct surveys and implement protective measures for the
Proposed Action in accordance with the PA prepared in cooperation with tribal
stakeholders, Section 106 consulting parties, and the ACHP.

¢ Hazardous Waste Management: Comply with Department of Defense (DoD) hazardous
waste management plans and spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plans to
minimize effects from the use of hazardous materials and generation of waste. Ensure
BOR standards and practices for hazardous materials are also met when working on
BOR lands.

¢ Health and Safety: Prepare and maintain site-specific health and safety plans to
minimize effects on worker and public health and safety.

¢ Land Use: To minimize potential effects on land use, locate the utility corridors within or
along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas adjacent to
existing facilities.

o Noise: Comply with all state and local noise regulations to minimize the potential effects
on the noise environment.

e Soils: Install compost blankets and silt fences and implement other BMPs for erosion
and sediment control.

¢ Transportation and Traffic: To minimize potential effects on transportation and traffic,
plan routes and schedules for construction vehicles to minimize potential conflicts with
other traffic and continue existing maintenance of defense access roads to missile alert
facilities and LFs.

o Utilities and Infrastructure: Coordinate with city and county officials to comply with
local planning on utilities and infrastructure.
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Visual Resources: To minimize potential effects on visual resources, locate utility
corridors along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas
adjacent to existing facilities.

Water Resources: Use approved sediment and erosion control measures during
construction activities and follow DoD spill prevention and response management plans
to minimize potential effects on water resources.

A.2.7 ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

The BOR provided the Air Force with information on agency-specific requirements for acquiring
easements and resources for the Air Force to consider in preparing its special use permit
application for the Proposed Action on BOR land. The BOR special use permit general
conditions are listed below.

Application: BOR will require sufficient detail in plans for BOR to have a thorough
understanding of the proposed use and design.

BOR Land Interests: BOR administers only BOR land interests. This could include an
assortment of ownership interests, such as acquired fee land, acquired easements,
patent reservations, and withdrawn land. Some of those interests may involve the
Greenfields Irrigation District near Fairfield, MT. Other property interests will need to be
coordinated through the respective property owners. BOR’s geospatial data shows at
least four private landowners that will be affected outside of BOR lands.

Permitting: Part of the Use Authorization application (SF299) process includes the Air
Force providing all other permits obtained to complete the proposed project.

Land Use Management Plans: BOR land use and management plans for Montana are
generally stored at the Montana Area Office (BOR-MTAO) of Reclamation in Billings,
MT. BOR does not have pertinent management plans to offer at this point in time for the
particular land parcels in Montana of interest to the Air Force. Once more detailed Air
Force designs are received by BOR, further coordination will be conducted with MTAO
about how each parcel of land is managed or utilized.

Best Management Practices: In addition to the list of special use permit general
conditions, BOR will share a list of BMPs pertinent to the proposed project once BOR
receives and approves a use authorization form (SF299) from the Air Force, along with
more project design details.

Payments: All payments shall be made to the issuing BOR office on or before the date
of issue by a postal money order or a check made payable to the “U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation.”

Use Limitations: Permitted use is held to the following limitations: (a) is limited to the
purposes and premises herein specified; (b) does not unless specified in the permit
grant any rights to water; (c) does not, unless provided for in the permit, allow restriction
of public entry or uses or to the area; (d) is subject to existing easements, rights-of-way,
or reservations; (e) is subject to the right of BOR to grant other permits for the same
premises upon a finding by the issuing officer that the additional use is compatible with
the use permitted herein; and (f) shall not impede BOR, its agents, or assigns from
carrying on whatever activities are necessary to (1) protect and maintain the premises,
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facilities, and adjacent lands administered by the United States and its agencies, and (2)
manage all resources located on the premises and other BOR lands.

Damages: The BOR shall not be responsible for any loss or damage to property arising
from the issuance of this permit, including, but not limited to, damages to growing crops,
animals, and machinery; or injury to the permittee or its associates, officers, agents,
employees, or any others who are on the premises; or for damages or interference
caused by natural phenomena. The Air Force agrees to save BOR or any of its assigns
or agencies harmless from any and all claims for damages or losses that may arise from
or be incident to any activity associated with this permit. The Air Force also agrees to
save BOR, its assigns, and agencies, harmless from any damage to the permittee or
third parties resulting from project activities of BOR, its agents, and assigns.

Operating Rules and Laws: The Air Force shall keep the premises in a neat and
orderly condition at all times, and shall comply with all municipal, county, state, and
federal laws, rules, and regulations applicable to their operations under the permit. Also,
to suppress fires, the Air Force shall take all reasonable precautions to prevent the
escape of fires and shall render all reasonable assistance in the suppression of fires.
Responsibility: The Air force, by operating on the premises, shall be considered to
have accepted these premises with all the facilities, fixtures, or improvements in their
existing condition as of the date of this permit. At the end of the period specified or upon
earlier termination, the permittee shall give up the premises in like condition as when
received except for reasonable wear, tear, or damage occurring without fault or
negligence. The Air Force will fully repay BOR for any and all damage, directly or
indirectly, resulting from the Air Force’s negligence or failure to use reasonable care.
Revocation: (a) Violation: This permit may be revoked on the 10th day following written
notice to the Air Force upon a finding by BOR that the Air Force has violated any of the
terms herein or made use of the premises for purposes not herein prescribed: provided
that if said violation or non-prescribed use of the premises ceases within 10 days of
receipt of notice, the Air Force will be allowed to maintain occupancy under this permit.
(b) Non-use and project purposes: This permit may also be revoked with 30 days written
notice to the Air Force upon a finding by BOR that: (1) the Air Force has failed to use or
discontinued use of the premises, or (2) the premises are needed for project purposes.
(c) Possession: Upon any such revocation, BOR, by and through any authorized
representative, may take possession of said premises for its own and sole use in
accordance with Section 10 of the special use permit.

Cultural Values: Should evidence of historical, archaeological, or paleontological sites
be discovered during use of the premises, the Air Force shall immediately suspend
operations and advise the issuing officer.

Compliance: Failure of BOR to insist upon strict compliance with any of this permit’s
terms, conditions, and requirements shall not constitute a waiver or relinquish of BOR’s
right to thereafter enforce any of the permit’s terms, conditions, or requirements.
Termination: At the termination of this permit, the Air Force shall immediately give up
possession to BOR, reserving, however, the rights specified in Paragraph 10 of the
special use permit. Upon failure to do so, the Air Force shall pay BOR, as liquidated
damages, an amount double the rate specified in this permit, for the entire time
possession is retained. The acceptance of any fee for liquidated damages or any other
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act of administration relating to the continued tenancy is not to be considered as an
approval of the Air Force’s possession.

Removal of Air Force’s Property: Upon the expiration, termination, or revocation of
this permit, if all rental charges and damage claims due BOR have been paid, the Air
Force may remove all structures, machinery, or other property from the premises. Upon
failure to remove any of the said property within 60 days of expiration, termination, or
revocation, it shall become the property of BOR, and the Air Force shall pay BOR for all
expenses related to property removal.

Transfer of Privileges: This permit is not transferable.

Refunds: All money paid under this permit shall be retained by BOR. If Section 6(b)(2)
of the special use permit is exercised, the fee paid under this permit shall be refunded by
a pro rata share, as determined by BOR.

Official Barred from Participating: No Member of Congress or Resident Commissioner
shall participate in any part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise from it, but
this provision shall not pertain to this contract if made with a corporation for its general
benefit.

Nondiscrimination in Employment: The Air Force agrees to be bound by the equal
opportunity clause of Executive Order 11246.

Liability: The permitted activities shall be conducted so as not to interfere with the
operation, maintenance, and administration of BOR Projects. Any additional repairs,
maintenance, or expense to BOR Projects as a result of the permitted activities shall be
reimbursed to BOR by the Air Force. The Secretary of the Interior’s determination of
such expense shall be final and binding upon the parties hereto.

Trespass: Any use of the premises not herein prescribed shall be considered a
trespass. Any violation or trespass on any BOR lands by the Air Force shall be cause for
revocation of this permit, in accordance with Section 6(a) of the special use permit. The
Air Force shall be liable for any damages resulting therefrom and an approximate charge
as determined by the issuing officer shall be made to the Air Force. Any property
constructed in trespass shall be considered property of BOR.

Disclosure: In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974 (PL 93-579), please be advised
of the following: (a) Participation is voluntary; however, failure to answer all questions
fully may delay processing of this application or result in denial of this permit; (b)
information will be used as a criterion for the issuance of special use permits and for
identification of personnel having special use permits on BOR lands; (c) in the event
there is indicated a violation of a statute, regulation, rule, order, or license, whether civil,
criminal, or regulatory in nature, the requested information may be transferred to the
appropriate federal, state, or local agency charges with investigation or processing such
violations.

Security Requirements: In accordance with BOR’s Commissioner’s Memorandum of
May 30, 2002, the following security provisions shall be followed and shall apply: (a) all
event activities will be disclosed to the local law enforcement agency via the facility
manager as to the actual date(s), time, expected number of participants; (b) no individual
shall be allowed within 100 feet of the facility and/or mission essential vulnerable areas
without the written approval of the facility manager. (c) BOR field office and
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administrative area restroom facilities shall be off-limits to all unauthorized individuals, as
applicable. (d) BOR reserves the right to modify any security measures commensurate
with the Office of Homeland Security Advisory System.

A.2.8 AGENCY-SPECIFIC NEPA REQUIREMENTS

It is the intent of BOR to adopt the GBSD Deployment EIS after confirming its adequacy to meet
their NEPA requirements and to support a separate decision document to authorize
construction, operation, and maintenance of the buried utilities within a ROW. BOR’s NEPA
documentation is expected to be a categorical exclusion by stating that the activities will be
within a transportation corridor, which would incorporate by reference the Air Force’s EIS in
whole or in part and would rely on the determination of effects it contains.

A.2.9 REFERENCES

Teton County. 2016. Teton County Growth Policy. Teton County Planning Board, Chouteau,
MT.
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A.3 U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE SUPPLEMENT

A.3.1 LEAD AND COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Department of the Air Force (Air Force) is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Il
Decommissioning and Disposal (EIS), pursuant to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 1502. Since the action involves access to and activity on land administered by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Air Force requested their participation in the
environmental review process under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
(Title 42 of the United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 et seq.), as described in the Council on
Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations in 40 CFR § 1501.8, Cooperating Agencies. USFWS
has agreed to participate as a cooperating agency and to designate the Air Force as the lead
agency for National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 responsibilities. The Air
Force prepared this agency supplement in cooperation with USFWS to facilitate the processing
and administration of approval and issuing of right-of-way (ROW) easements, which are
required to cross USFWS wetland, grassland, or conservation easements or fee lands under the
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (16 U.S.C. § 668dd(d)), as well as
USFWS’s preparation of agency-specific NEPA documentation. The supplemental information
and ROW easements will enable the Air Force to conduct the proposed activities on USFWS-
administered land.

Since official designation as a cooperating agency, USFWS has supported the effort by

(1) participating in the scoping process, (2) developing information and preparing analyses on
issues on which USFWS has specialized expertise, and (3) making staff support available to
enhance interdisciplinary review capability and provide specific comments (40 CFR § 1503.3).

A.3.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR USFWS-RELATED ACTIVITIES

The purpose of and need for the Air Force’s action are outlined in Section 1.3 of the EIS. To
gain access to and conduct activities of the Proposed Action on USFWS-administered land, the
Air Force will apply to USFWS for ROW easements on wetland, grassland, or conservation
easements or fee lands in accordance with the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration
Act. Regulations covering the granting of ROWSs are promulgated in 50 CFR Parts 29.21 and
29.22. USFWS'’s approval action would enable the Air Force to comply with Public Law 115-
232, as outlined in Section 1.3 of the EIS. Considering USFWS’s multiple authorized uses,
USFWS would decide whether to approve, approve with modification(s), or deny granting the Air
Force ROW easements for the GBSD action.

A.3.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

The Air Force published the Notice of Intent for the EIS in the Federal Register on September
25, 2020, which initiated the public scoping period. Scoping information provided to the public
included a general description of the Proposed Action (i.e., installation of utility corridors and
construction at the launch facilities [LFs]). In addition, the Air Force began consultations in
compliance with NHPA Section 106, as detailed in Section 1.8.1 of the EIS.
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During the scoping process, the Air Force received 148 comments from 55 interested parties.
No comments were received that specifically referenced USFWS-managed properties. Nine
comments referenced the installation of the utility corridors and seven referenced off-base
construction. In general, these comments requested (1) assessment of environmental effects
during construction, (2) confirmation of post-construction restoration, and (3) regulatory
compliance and implementing of best management practices (BMPs) during construction. Each
comment was reviewed and incorporated either directly or indirectly into its corresponding
section of the EIS.

A.3.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The off-base elements of the Proposed Action that would occur on or affect USFWS-
administered land include establishing approximately 15.8 miles of new utility corridors, one new
communication tower, and refurbishing one LF and one MAF in North Dakota (Figure A.3-1).
The Proposed Action also includes the potential to conduct activities within the 21.4 miles of
existing utility corridors on USFWS land. The utilities would be installed in a 25-ft- to 100-ft-wide
temporary construction ROW along existing roads wherever possible and maintained in a 16.5-ft
permanent ROW. In addition, new utilities to support the GBSD weapon system might be
installed on existing aboveground infrastructure (e.g., utility poles) along the same routes as the
proposed new utility corridors. LF activities would be confined to areas within the property
boundaries; however, approximately 1 acre adjacent to the LF would be used to accommodate
temporary storage of construction materials and equipment. Sections 2.1.6.3, 2.1.7.3, and
2.1.8.3 of the EIS describe in detail the proposed utility corridors and associated activities.

A.3.5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Section 3.0 of the EIS details the affected environment and analysis of the environmental
consequences associated with the Proposed Action, including those of the off-base elements of
the proposed new and existing utility corridors and LF construction proposed on USFWS-
administered land.

Potential significant adverse effects on cultural resources could result from implementing the
Proposed Action, including establishing new utility corridors, and thus could occur on USFWS-
administered land. Only a small fraction of these elements would be involved, however,
reducing the potential for significant effects on cultural resources on USFWS land. The Air
Force is developing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) in consultation with interested Tribes,
federal agencies that include USFWS, the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Tribal
Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other
consulting parties that will stipulate the efforts to be conducted to identify cultural resources,
evaluate any identified resources for significance, and mitigate adverse effects on them. The PA
and the stipulations it contains incorporate the elements of the GBSD Project that would occur
on USFWS-administered land and would reduce the potential for significant adverse effects on
cultural resources. Surveys were conducted of the project areas located on USFWS-administered
lands in 2021; consultation with Tribes and other consulting parties is ongoing. A determination of
the level of the effects on cultural resources is expected to be made before the Final EIS is
published.
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Figure A.3-1 Proposed Utility Corridors, Launch Facility, Missile Alert Facility, and
Communication Tower on USFWS-Administered Land in North Dakota
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The elements of the Air Force’s Proposed Action that would be implemented on USFWS-
administered land would be consistent with 50 CFR § 29.21 regulations pertaining to the
procedures for filing applications and the terms and conditions under which ROWs over and
across the lands administered by the USFWS may be granted. The proposed utility siting would
be within the existing roadway corridor and disturbed land.

After a thorough review of the comprehensive and master plans for the counties encompassing
the action that would be implemented on USFWS-administered land, the Air Force identified no
county-level proposed projects that would have reasonably foreseeable effects and that would
have a reasonably close causal relationship to the action (Burke County 2016, McHenry County
2015, Mountrail County 2020, Ward County 2019).

A.3.6 MITIGATION MEASURES

The discussion of each resource area in Section 3.0 of the EIS ends by addressing the
mitigation measures associated with the off-base elements of the Proposed Action. The primary
mitigation measures relevant to the Proposed Action on USFWS-administered land that the Air
Force has identified for each resource area include the following:

e Air Quality: Proceed in full compliance with all applicable state-mandated requirements
for air quality, such as controlling fugitive dust emissions during construction.

o Biological Resources: Follow federal and state guidelines for conducting
preconstruction surveys in areas determined to be occupied by or to contain habitat for
sensitive biological resources and take precautions to avoid or minimize and mitigate
effects on the resources to the maximum extent practicable.

e Cultural Resources: Conduct surveys and implement protective measures for the
action in accordance with the PA prepared in cooperation with tribal stakeholders,
Section 106 consulting parties, and the ACHP.

¢ Hazardous Waste Management: Comply with Department of Defense (DoD) hazardous
waste management plans and spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plans to
minimize effects from the use of hazardous materials and generation of waste.

¢ Health and Safety: Prepare and maintain site-specific health and safety plans to
minimize effects on worker and public health and safety.

¢ Land Use: To minimize potential effects on land use, locate the utility corridors within or
along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas adjacent to
existing facilities.

o Noise: Comply with all state and local noise regulations to minimize the potential effects
on the noise environment.

e Soils: Install compost blankets and silt fences and implement other BMPs for erosion
and sediment control.

¢ Transportation and Traffic: To minimize potential effects on transportation and traffic,
plan routes and schedules for construction vehicles to minimize potential conflicts with
other traffic and continue existing maintenance of defense access roads to missile alert
facilities and LFs.

o Utilities and Infrastructure: Coordinate with city and county officials to comply with
local planning on utilities and infrastructure.
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Visual Resources: To minimize potential effects on visual resources, locate utility
corridors along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas
adjacent to existing facilities.

Water Resources: Use approved sediment and erosion control measures during
construction activities and follow DoD spill prevention and response management plans
to minimize potential effects on water resources.

A.3.7 ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

The USFWS provided the Air Force with information on agency-specific requirements and
resources to consider in preparing applications for ROW and Archaeological Resource
Protection Act (ARPA) permits and a Special Use Permits (SUPs) required to complete the
Proposed Action on USFWS-administered land. The agency-specific requirements for USFWS-
administered land are listed below.

Archaeological Investigations on Fee Title Land: An Application for Permit for
Archaeological Investigations, as required under the ARPA, shall be completed to
conduct cultural resource surveys. One application should be submitted, and one permit
will be issued to cover all cultural surveys on USFWS fee title lands within a project area.
The application should provide detailed information and maps for the surveys. Shovel
probing will be allowed, however, there is a “no surface collection policy” on National
Wildlife Refuges (NWRs) and Waterfowl Production Areas (WPAs). If there is a
compelling reason for a collection, the Air Force should contact the USFWS to discuss
options. These options will be coordinated with USFWS Archaeologists to determine the
appropriate course of action. An SUP also is required to allow access for cultural
surveys on NWRs and WPAs. Application/issuance of the SUP and survey schedules
should be coordinated with the designated USFWS contact for the project area.
Archaeological Investigations on Easements: No ARPA permit or SUP is required to
conduct cultural resource surveys on USFWS easements on privately owned lands. The
Air Force should coordinate closely with the landowner and be aware of any state or
local laws that might apply, especially those concerning unmarked human graves.
Unless otherwise stipulated in state or local laws, the collection strategy for conducting
surveys on private lands should be approved by, and all artifacts returned to, the
landowner.

Special Use Permits for Construction on Easements and Fee Title Lands: For
construction corridors or sites not covered by a ROW Permit, where construction will
cause temporary impacts on USFWS wetland and grassland resources, a SUP is
required and will be issued for initial construction only. Future maintenance and repairs
will require additional review and issuance of a SUP and will be contingent upon
appropriate use, compatibility determination, endangered species, cultural resources,
and NEPA review and approval. SUPs are issued subject to the revocation and appeals
procedure in 50 CFR Part 25. Issuance of a SUP does not preclude the requirement for
the Air Force to obtain necessary permits and/or approvals from other local, county,
state, or federal agencies or from landowners and tenants, if applicable.
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Preconstruction On-Site Meeting: The Air Force will contact the appropriate Refuge
Manager before beginning any construction activity on fee title lands and on easements
when construction will cause temporary impacts to protected wetland, grassland, or
other resources. On-site meetings will be used to confirm construction plans and to
minimize and/or avoid impacts to protected resources, where feasible.
Construction Activity: If it is determined that unforeseen impacts on protected
resources on USFWS easement or fee title lands may occur after starting construction,
the Air Force shall notify the appropriate Refuge Manager before proceeding so that
adjustments can be discussed and made that avoid impacts to protected resources,
where feasible. Additional stipulations may be added to the existing SUP to address
specific concerns or particularly sensitive areas.
Post-Construction Inspection: \When construction and restoration work have been
completed and before equipment is demobilized, the Air Force will notify the Refuge
Manager to inspect the area and determine that cleanup and restoration work meet
USFWS requirements.
Site Reclamation: All temporary impacts allowed by a SUP or that occur outside of
permitted ROWSs within USFWS wetland, grassland, conservation easements and on fee
title lands must be restored to prework condition within 30 days of construction being
completed. No permanent impacts on easement-protected resources or fee title lands
will be permitted.
Ground Disturbance: Construction activities that may result in ground disturbance,
primarily in grasslands, on USFWS easement and fee title property should be conducted
outside of the primary waterfowl and grassland bird nesting season whenever possible.
Primary nesting season is from April 15 to August 1.
Borrow Sites: The Air Force will coordinate with USFWS to ensure proposed borrow
site locations for the project (if needed) do not impact USFWS property interests. No
borrow/fill will be used from USFWS grassland, conservation easements, or fee title
lands.
Disturbed Grasslands: Any disturbed grasslands protected by USFWS easement or
fee interest will be restored and reseeded to the appropriate grass mixture as
determined by USFWS and the private landowner (PL), when applicable. The Air Force
will provide an annual report to USFWS to document the status of reseeded areas until
establishment of permanent vegetation is successful as determined by the USFWS/PL.
Noxious Weeds: The Air Force will be required to prevent the establishment and spread
of noxious weeds on restored and/or reseeded areas of easement or fee title lands for a
period of 5 years. The need for weed control will be determined by USFWS/PL.
Trenching: Additional requirements/BMPs for installation of underground utilities 4—8 ft
deep using an excavated trench include the following measures:

o Use erosion control measures for placement of excavated material.

o Construct the corridor as narrow as is feasible.

o Avoid wetlands, native grasslands, and other protected resources or sensitive

areas when feasible by routing around or boring.
o Install corridors within previously disturbed areas or existing ROWs, where
feasible.
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o Water Requirements: If water is needed for construction (e.g., boring, dust control,
compaction, etc.), the Air Force will coordinate with USFWS to ensure proposed water
sources do not impact USFWS easement-protected or fee-owned wetlands or riparian
areas. No water will be used from USFWS wetland or conservation easements or fee
title lands without prior review and approval.

o Equipment and Maintenance: No storage or disposal of construction materials and
equipment will be allowed on easement-protected wetlands or grasslands or on fee title
lands unless specifically allowed in the SUP and/or the Special Conditions. All materials
brought into the area (e.g., survey aids such as a lath and/or pin flags, erosion/silt
control materials, scrap lumber, metal or cable, and litter) must be removed upon
completion of the work.

A.3.8 AGENCY-SPECIFIC NEPA REQUIREMENTS

It is the intent of USFWS to adopt the GBSD Deployment EIS after confirming its adequacy to
meet their NEPA requirements and to prepare their decision document associated with the
elements of the Proposed Action on USFWS-administered land. During EIS development, this
level of NEPA documentation is expected to be a categorical exclusion or an environmental
assessment with a finding of no significant impact, either of which would incorporate by
reference this EIS in whole or in part and would rely on the determination of effects it contains.

A.3.9 REFERENCES

Burke County. 2016. Comprehensive Plan-Roadmap To The Future. North Dakota Century
Code Chapter 11. Burke County Planning and Zoning Commission, Bowbells, ND.

McHenry County. 2015. Comprehensive Plan 2015-2035. McHenry County Planning
Commission, Towner, ND.

Mountrail County. 2020. Comprehensive Plan Update. Mountrail County Planning and Zoning
Department, Stanley, ND

Ward County. 2019. Ward County Comprehensive Plan. North Dakota Century Code Chapter
11. Board of Ward County Commissioners, Minot, ND.
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A.4 U.S. FOREST SERVICE SUPPLEMENT

A.4.1 LEAD AND COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Department of the Air Force (Air Force) is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman 1l
Decommissioning and Disposal (EIS), pursuant to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] Part 1502. Since the action involves access to and activity on land administered by the
U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the Air Force requested their participation in the environmental
review process under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Title 42 of the
United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 et seq.), as described in the Council on Environmental
Quality’s NEPA regulations in 40 CFR § 1501.8, Cooperating Agencies. USFS has agreed to
participate as a cooperating agency and to designate the Air Force as the lead agency for
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 responsibilities. The Air Force prepared
this agency supplement in cooperation with USFS to facilitate the approval and issuing of a
special use permit (SUP) for right-of-way (ROW) easements, which is required to cross USFS
lands under Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43
U.S.C. § 1761) for the proposed GBSD activities on National Forest System (NFS) land in
Colorado and Montana. In addition, this agency supplement facilitates USFS’s preparation of
agency-specific NEPA documentation. The supplemental information and ROW easements will
enable the Air Force to conduct the proposed GBSD activities on USFS land.

Since official designation as a cooperating agency, USFS has supported the effort by (1)
participating in the scoping process, (2) developing information and preparing analyses on
issues in which USFS has specialized expertise, and (3) making staff support available to
enhance interdisciplinary review capability and provide specific comments (40 CFR § 1503.3).

A.4.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR USFS-RELATED ACTIVITIES

The purpose of and need for the Air Force’s action are outlined in Section 1.3 of the EIS. To
gain access to and conduct activities on NFS land, the Air Force will apply for SUPs from USFS.
Regulations covering the granting of ROWs are promulgated in 36 CFR § 251.50, Land Uses,
Special Uses Requiring an Authorization; and Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2710, Special Use
Authorizations. USFS’s approval action would enable the Air Force to comply with Public Law
115-232, as outlined in Section 1.3 of the EIS. Considering USFS’s multiple use mandate,
USFS would decide whether to approve, approve with modification(s), or deny granting the Air
Force a SUP for the GBSD action.

The USFS, as a cooperating agency, would issue SUPs for those elements of the GBSD project
on the Pawnee National Grassland (PNG) in Weld County, Colorado, and the Helena-Lewis and
Clark National Forest (HLCNF) in Cascade, Judith Basin, and Lewis and Clark counties,
Montana. The SUPs and supporting analysis are disclosed in the EIS. This action is specific to
NFS land and is an activity implementing a land management plan. Therefore, this specific
action is subject to the pre-decisional administrative review (objection) process at 36 CFR Part
218 Subparts A and B. Before issuing SUPs to the Air Force for construction, operation, and
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maintenance of buried utilities in a ROW on NFS lands, the USFS would consider specific
stipulations for the SUPs to protect natural resources and existing infrastructure.

A.4.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

The Air Force published the Notice of Intent for the EIS in the Federal Register on

September 25, 2020, which initiated the public scoping period. Scoping information provided to
the public included a general description of the Proposed Action (i.e., installation of utility
corridors and refurbishment of existing launch facilities [LFs]). In addition, the Air Force began
consultations in compliance with NHPA Section 106, as detailed in Section 1.8.1 of the EIS.

During the scoping process, the Air Force received 148 comments from 55 interested parties.
No comments that specifically referenced USFS-managed properties were received. Nine
comments referenced the installation of the utility corridors and seven referenced off-base
construction. In general, these comments requested (1) assessment of environmental effects
during construction, (2) confirmation of post-construction restoration, and (3) regulatory
compliance and implementing of best management practices (BMPs) during construction. Each
comment was reviewed and incorporated either directly or indirectly into its corresponding
section of the EIS. No comments were received that specifically referenced NFS land.

A.4.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The off-base elements of the Proposed Action that would occur on or affect USFS land include
establishing approximately 74.7 miles of new utility corridors and refurbishing 13 LFs in
Colorado and Montana (Figures A.4-1 and A.4-2). The Proposed Action also includes the
potential to conduct activities within the 55.2 miles of existing utility corridors on NFS land. The
utilities would be installed in a 25-ft- to 100-ft-wide temporary construction ROW along existing
roads wherever possible and maintained in a 16.5-ft permanent ROW. In addition, new utilities
to support the GBSD weapon system might be installed on existing aboveground infrastructure
(e.g., utility poles) along the same routes as the proposed new utility corridors. LF activities
would be confined to areas within the property boundaries; however, approximately 1 acre
adjacent to each LF would be used to accommodate temporary storage of construction
materials and equipment. Sections 2.1.6.3, 2.1.7.3, and 2.1.8.3 of the EIS describe in detail the
proposed utility corridors and associated activities.

A.4.5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Section 3.0 of the EIS details the affected environment and analysis of the environmental
consequences associated with the Proposed Action, including those of the off-base elements of
the new utility corridors and LF construction proposed on NSF land.

Potential significant adverse effects on cultural resources could result from implementing the
Proposed Action, including establishing new utility corridors and LF construction, and thus could
occur on NFS land. Only a fraction of these elements would be involved, however, reducing the
potential for significant effects on cultural resources on NFS land. The Air Force is developing a
Programmatic Agreement (PA) in consultation with interested Tribes, federal agencies that
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include USFS, the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other consulting parties that
will stipulate the efforts to be conducted to identify cultural resources, evaluate any identified
resources for significance, and mitigate adverse effects on them. The PA and its stipulations
incorporate the elements of the GBSD Project that occur on USFS land and would reduce the
potential for significant adverse effects on cultural resources. Surveys were conducted of the
project areas located on USFS land in 2021. Consultation with Tribes and other consulting
parties is ongoing. A determination of the level of the effects on cultural resources is expected to
be made before the Final EIS is published.

The elements of the Air Force’s Proposed Action that would be implemented on USFS land
would be consistent with 43 U.S.C. § 1761 and FSM 2710 regulations pertaining to the
procedures for filing applications and the terms and conditions under which ROWs over and
across the lands administered by the USFS may be granted. The proposed utility siting would
be within the existing roadway corridor and disturbed land.

After a thorough review of the comprehensive and master plans for the counties encompassing
the action that would be implemented on USFS land, the Air Force identified no county-level
proposed projects that would have reasonably foreseeable effects and that would have a
reasonably close causal relationship to the action (Cascade County 2014; Judith Basin County
2016; Lewis and Clark County 2004; Weld County 2008).

A.4.6 MITIGATION MEASURES

The discussion of each resource area in Section 3.0 of the EIS ends by addressing the
mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Action. The primary mitigation measures
relevant to the Proposed Action on USFS land that the Air Force has identified for each
resource area include the following:

o Air Quality: Proceed in full compliance with all applicable state-mandated requirements
for air quality, such as controlling fugitive dust emissions during construction.

o Biological Resources: Follow federal and state guidelines for conducting
preconstruction surveys in areas determined to be occupied by or to contain habitat for
sensitive biological resources and take precautions to avoid or minimize effects on the
resources to the maximum extent practicable. This includes pre-disturbance botanical
surveys for species of conservation concern for the HLCNF, per USFS direction. These
species are presented in Table A.4-1. The PNG is mandated to evaluate forest sensitive
species, as presented in Table A.4-2.

o Cultural Resources: Conduct surveys and implement protective measures for the
action in accordance with the PA prepared in cooperation with tribal stakeholders,
Section 106 consulting parties, and the ACHP.

o Hazardous Waste Management: Comply with Department of Defense (DoD) hazardous
waste management plans and spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plans to
minimize effects from the use of hazardous materials and generation of waste.

¢ Health and Safety: Prepare and maintain site-specific health and safety plans to
minimize effects on worker and public health and safety.
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Land Use: To minimize potential effects on land use, locate the utility corridors within or
along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas adjacent to
existing facilities.

Noise: Comply with all state and local noise regulations to minimize the potential effects
on the noise environment.

Soils: Install compost blankets and silt fences and implement other BMPs for erosion
and sediment control.

Transportation and Traffic: To minimize potential effects on transportation and traffic,
plan routes and schedules for construction vehicles to minimize potential conflicts with
other traffic and continue existing maintenance of defense access roads to missile alert
facilities and LFs.

Utilities and Infrastructure: Coordinate with city and county officials to comply with
local planning on utilities and infrastructure.

Visual Resources: To minimize potential effects on visual resources, locate utility
corridors along existing utility corridors and roadways and locate construction areas
adjacent to existing facilities.

Water Resources: Use approved sediment and erosion control measures during
construction activities and follow DoD spill prevention and response management plans
to minimize potential effects on water resources.

A.4.7 ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

The USFS provided the Air Force with information on agency-specific requirements for acquiring
easements and resources for the Air Force to consider in preparing its SUP application for the
Proposed Action on NFS land. The agency-specific requirements for USFS land are listed

Construction Stipulations: USFS requires that all construction conform with approved
plans, specifications, and stipulations as listed below.

o The proposed activities shall be conducted in accordance with the plans and
specifications set forth in the attached Construction Specifications (A.X.10).

o USFS may suspend all or any part of the construction/reconstruction activities
upon breach of any of the conditions herein.

o The Air Force shall do everything reasonably within its power to prevent forest fires
and shall not dispose of material by burning in open fires during the closed season
established by law or regulations without a written permit from the USFS.

o The Air Force shall repair fully all damage to National Forest roads and trails
caused by the Air Force in exercise of the privileges granted.

o The Air Force shall be responsible for the prevention and control of soil erosion
and gullying in the construction area and adjacent areas and shall take such
preventative measures as are necessary to repair and re-vegetate damaged areas
and to prevent future damage.

o The Air Force shall protect scenic and esthetic values in the construction area as
far as possible.
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o The Air Force shall take reasonable precautions to protect all public land survey
monuments and accessories, private property corners, and National Forest
boundary markers. In the event that any such land markers or monuments are
destroyed, the Air Force shall have them reestablished or referenced by a qualified
land surveyor registered in the State of Montana or Colorado as applicable.

o The Air Force shall maintain a muffler or spark arrester satisfactory to the USFS on
the exhausts of all trucks and tractors or other internal combustion engines used in
connection with this project.

o During the fire season, as determined by the USFS, the Air Force shall furnish and
maintain in serviceable condition a fire-tool box and fire tools to be used only for
suppression of forest fires. The toolbox shall be located at the site and shall
contain a shovel, pulaski, or axe.

o The Air Force shall equip each gasoline power saw at all times with a spark
arresting muffler, in good working condition and adapted to that machine. During
periods of dangerous fire weather, as determined by the USFS, the Air Force must
transport and keep with each power saw at all times such fire tools and portable
extinguishers as specified and to take other precautionary measures as may be
required by the USFS.

EIS Analysis: Analysis in the EIS should cover all lands within the administrative
boundary of the PNG or the HLCNF. However, the EIS does not need to address every
resource on all lands. Effects on wildlife and air quality, for example, should be analyzed
across property lines while effects to plants should be focused on NFS land. USFS will
provide the list of sensitive species, threatened and endangered species, and indicator
species to be considered in the EIS analysis for each forest. No USFS permits/approvals
are necessary to conduct biological surveys for the project, but communication should
be maintained with USFS specialists. A current permit is required to conduct cultural
resources surveys on USFS land and communication shall be maintained with USFS
specialists.

Forest Plans: The forest plans relevant to the Air Force’s proposed activities are the
Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests and Pawnee National Grassland’s Forest
(ARP) Plan (https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/arp/landmanagement/planning) and the
HLCNF Plan (https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/hlcnf/landmanagement/planning). The Air
Force’s action is not expected to require any plan amendments.

Permitting: A SUP under authority of FLPMA could be authorized for the proposed
activities on USFS land for a term of 50 years. The permit could be replaced after
expiration if use continues past the term. The proposed activities should be designed to
comply with the mitigations outlined in the Forest Service National Core Best
Management Practices, Nonpoint Source Pollution Control for Water Quality
Management on National Forest System Lands (FSH 2509.22, Road Management
Activities pp. 116—139). The ARP and HLCNF plans have BMPs outlined for buried utility
construction.

Resource Areas of Potential Concern: Resource concerns include noise and light at
certain times of the year with respect to nesting/breeding/migrating wildlife; impacts on
soil, especially soil loss (wind/water erosion) and compaction; loss of vegetation; impacts
on water quality from soil transport; impacts on Forest and Grassland visitors due to
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traffic on roads or temporary road closures or restrictions during construction, especially
at the three LFs on HLCNF as they are located close to public roads with few alternative
routes available, if any.

o USFS Objection Process: Regulations in 36 CFR Part 218, Subpart B establish a
process for members of the public to provide objections to the final Environmental
Impact Statement and the Draft Record of Decision (ROD). A notice in the newspaper of
record and the Federal Register notice will provide procedural direction for informing the
public of the objection process and how objections are to be filed, processed, and
resolved. The objection filing period for an EIS closes 45 days after USFS publishes a
notice in the newspaper of record. Once objections have been received, the timeline for
the USFS to publish and post notice of objections filed on the website and review and
response to the issues may be up to 75 days. The USFS Reviewing Officer will then
issue a final response to the Responsible Official and objectors.

A.4.8 AGENCY-SPECIFIC NEPA REQUIREMENTS

The USFS intends to adopt the GBSD Deployment EIS to meet their NEPA requirements,
supporting separate decision documents for the HLCNF and the PNG. It is the intent of USFS to
adopt the GBSD Deployment EIS after confirming its adequacy to meet their NEPA
requirements and to support two separate decision documents, one signed by the HLCNF
Supervisor and one signed by the PNG Supervisor, to authorize construction, operation, and
maintenance of the buried utilities within a ROW. The decision documents may be signed after
completing the objection process. USFS’s decision documents are expected to be signed within
5 months of the Air Force’s signed ROD. USFS’s NEPA requirements are described at
https://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nepa/nepa_procedures/index.shtml.

A.4.9 CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS

Construction Dates:
Points of Contact for USFS and Air Force:
General hours of operation shall occur between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm.

The USFS shall be given at least 48 hours’ advance notice prior to initiation of the project. A
USFS representative may elect to be on-site during construction.

The USFS shall approve any relocation or change in construction specifications prior to
implementation.

All operations shall comply with applicable federal, state, and local code requirements. The
following list of mitigations and BMPs, as specified in FSH 2509.22, should be incorporated.

BMPs

e All required permits would be obtained prior to implementation. A 310 permit will be
required for activities that physically alter or modify the bed or immediate banks of a
perennial-flowing stream. A CWA 404 permit is required for activities that would
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result in the discharge or placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States, including wetlands. The state Department of Environmental Quality
may also require 318 authorization for unavoidable short-term violations of water
quality standards for turbidity.

Dewater the creeks prior to any work in the channel. Dewatering should be
conducted to prevent excess sedimentation of the downstream resources and should
not be conducted in an unlined trench.

Bury the utility to a minimum depth of 30 inches below the surface in the area of the
stream crossing, including the bed and banks of the stream.

To minimize the potential for the proposed work to deliver sediment to stream
channels, areas of disturbance adjacent to streams or ephemeral drainages should
be protected with weed-free straw bales or silt fencing.

Reclaim disturbed areas to pre-disturbance condition and seed with an appropriate
native seed mix.

Careful operation of equipment should occur to prevent excessive damage to the
banks of the creeks. Heavy equipment should not work or be placed in the stream
bed or banks unless so approved by the appropriate permitting agencies and/or the
USFS.

Heavy-equipment traffic should not occur during conditions where the road surface is
at or near saturation.

Restabilize and compact the road that is disturbed by the activity.

Conduct the work so that it does not create erosion-prone situations on the road
which could contribute to sediment impacting areas off of the road.

Stage equipment on existing roads or turnouts. Any areas outside of the existing
road prism that are compacted by the staging of equipment should be scarified and
reseeded with a weed-free USFS-approved seed mix.

Clean up fuel or oil spills immediately and dispose of contaminated soil in
accordance with state and federal regulations. Clean up all wastes generated on site
and dispose of in accordance with state and federal regulations.

Ensure compliance with any necessary local, state, and federal permits and
implement the applicable BMPs as outlined in the Forest Service National Core
BMPs.

Collocate utilities with roads or their ROWs where practicable.

Limit corridor disturbance, particularly in or near Aquatic Management Zones
(HLCNF Riparian Management Zones), surface waters, shallow groundwater,
unstable areas, hydric soils, or wetlands.

Avoid heavy-equipment traffic during conditions where the road surface and/or forest
soils are at or near saturation.

Use design and construction measures that sustain long-term wetland or stream
function when a buried transmission line must be placed in a wetland or must cross a
stream.

July 2022
A-51



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Ill Decommissioning and Disposal

o Ensure that ROWSs are properly maintained to minimize damage to USFS resources
in the event of an accident or natural disturbance.

o Aggressively address unauthorized uses of the corridor, such as motorized vehicle
use, that are exposing soils, increasing erosion, or damaging the facilities.

e Refueling should occur on established roads, as to avoid fuel spills on soils. Fuel
spills must be contained and cleaned up promptly and in compliance with state and
federal regulations.

e Trees felled inside Riparian Management Zones should be left on-site to achieve
aquatic and riparian desired conditions.

To help minimize the spread of noxious weeds in the area, the Air Force shall be required to
furnish the USFS with proof of weed-free equipment. The following is considered proof of weed-
free equipment: prior to entry into the project area, clean dirt and material that may carry
noxious weed seeds into the project area from all wheeled and track-mounted installation
equipment that will be used for this project. Only equipment so cleaned and inspected by the
USFS will be allowed to operate within the project area. Pickup trucks are exempt from this
requirement. Prior to initial move-in of all equipment, and all subsequent move-ins, the Air Force
shall make equipment available for USFS inspection at an agreed location.

Construction operations shall not impede traffic on USFS or Special Use Permitted Private land
without prior written consent by the Authorized Officer.

The Air Force shall ensure the driving surface of the USFS or Special Use Permitted Private
road(s) is blended with and compacted to its original condition so as to prevent settlement
and/or a hazard to those travelling on the roads where construction has occurred.

The Air Force shall contact the Authorized Officer or their representative if utilities burial
operations encounter an unusual amount of rock and/or boulders located in the USFS or
Special Use Permitted Private roadbed. The roadway will be returned to a safe and drivable
condition prior to conclusion of operations for the day. At a minimum, hazard marking signs shall
be posted at the site until the hazard has been eliminated and the roadbed restored. In some
instances, flaggers may be necessary to control traffic. The disposal or any rock/boulders shall
be at the discretion of the Authorized Officer. Ensure utilities are buried to a depth of 42 inches
to minimize line disturbance during road maintenance work.

The Air Force agrees not to use any vehicle or conveyance on the USFS or Special Use
Permitted Private road when such use would likely cause damage to the road surface.
Examples include, but are not limited to, spring break-up, fall rains, immediately following heavy
summer thundershowers, when closed by snowpack, or other periods when the road surface is
saturated or otherwise subject to damage, or when the USFS has closed the road by special
order or for emergency purposes (e.g., forest fires).

The Air Force shall promptly repair, to USFS standards, any and all damage to USFS and
authorized private roads caused by the Air Force construction, maintenance or use of the roads,
or any appurtenances thereto, including stream crossings and drainage features.
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The Air Force shall bury the utilities in accordance with state and/or federal regulatory
requirements.

In accordance with clauses referencing Archaeological-Paleontological Discoveries and Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation of the Air Force’s special use authorization, cease
activities and report any new findings immediately to the USFS.

Wildlife/Grizzly Bear Mitigations

If use of motorized vehicles associated with operations is to occur behind a closed or locked
gate or closed road, that gate or road will remain closed to the general public before, during,
and after operations.

The Air Force shall report any bear activity on USFS lands to the district wildlife biologist, to
include sightings, scat, tracks, hair, prey remains, and diggings. If a grizzly bear is discovered in
the area, the district ranger shall be notified for review of the operations to ensure that
operations do not result in unauthorized take. This may result in temporary cessation of
activities during or after the review.

Although compliance with the food storage order (FSO) is mandatory for all forest users, it is
imperative that the Air Force understand the importance of following the order to prevent bear-
human conflicts. This includes the storage and/or attendance of food, trash, and attractants. The
Air Force shall be given a printed copy of the FSO and the educational brochure prior to
commencement of work.

Reseeding of disturbed ground shall not include vegetation species highly palatable by grizzly
bears, such as forbs, clover, berries, etc. Standard USFS-approved grass seed mixes would be
appropriate for reseeding activities.

Workers shall inspect, remove, and properly dispose of (bag and incinerate) weed seeds and
weed plant parts found on their clothing and equipment. Workers shall clean vehicles and
equipment and present them for inspection by USFS personnel prior to entering NFS lands in
the project area.

Seeding Requirements

The Air Force shall apply turf establishment to all disturbed areas within 7 days of completion of
ground-disturbing activities. Seeded areas damaged by construction activities shall be reseeded
within 10 days of the damage. Do not seed during windy weather or when the ground is
excessively wet, frozen, or snow-covered, as determined by the USFS. Ensure that all seed and
mulch used in the work conforms to weed-free requirements.

The Air Force shall grade the seeding area to line and grade. Remove all weeds, sticks, stones
that are two inches in diameter and larger, and other debris detrimental to application, growth,
or maintenance of the turf. Cultivate the seeding area to a minimum depth of 4 inches and
prepare a firm but friable seedbed before seeding. Do not cultivate aggregate-topsoil courses
that were previously dry seeded.

July 2022
A-53



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Ill Decommissioning and Disposal

The Air Force shall utilize a USFS-approved native species seed mix for revegetation purposes.
Preserve adjacent vegetation and local native seed sources (adjacent soil, soil and native
species on surface of proposed ground disturbance, etc.) as much as is feasible. Noxious weed
treatment will be consistent with guidance from the HLCNF Plan.

The Air Force shall apply seed mix by one of the following methods, as approved by USFS:

Dry Method. Apply the seed with USFS-approved power-driven seeders, drills, or other
mechanical equipment. Hand-operated seeding methods are satisfactory on areas inaccessible
to mechanical equipment.

Hydraulic Method. Use hydraulic-type equipment capable of providing a uniform application
using water as the carrying agent. Add a tracer material consisting of either wood or grass
cellulose fiber mulch to the water. Apply the tracer material at a rate of 400 pounds per acre to
provide visible evidence of uniform application. Add the seed to the water slurry no more than
30 minutes before application. Seed by hand in areas that are inaccessible to seeding
equipment.

Seed Mix. Furnish and apply the following kinds and amounts of pure live seed to appropriate
sites, or as otherwise directed by USFS:

Common name Species Lbs/ac
Mountain brome Bromus marginatus 11.50
Sterile wheat Triticale x Secale 5.75
Tufted hairgrass Deschampsia caespitosa 0.15
Rough bentgrass Agrostis scabra 0.02
Sandberg’s bluegrass Poa secunda 0.50
Bluebunch wheatgrass Pseudoregneria spicata 2.75
Idaho fescue Festuca idahoensis 1.00
Blue wildrye Elymus glaucus 1.75

Percent total: 23.42

Whitebark Pine

Utility corridor trenching must remain at least 20 ft from the canopy dripline of designated
whitebark pine plus trees.

Utility corridor trenching may not occur within the Spur Park whitebark pine performance test
plantation or the no-tree plantation buffer. Equipment operation and/or staging are prohibited
within the plantation boundary.

Do not apply soil amendments, such as fertilizer, or herbicide to reseeded utility corridor
immediately adjacent to designated whitebark pine plus trees or the Spur Park test plantation.
(Amendment to mitigation located in EIS Volume 1, Section 6.1.3 Vegetation).

July 2022
A-54



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Ill Decommissioning and Disposal

To the extent possible, avoid removal of whitebark pine in previous planting units.

A.4.10 SENSITIVE SPECIES AND SPECIES OF CONSERVATION CONCERN
EVALUATION

FSM 2670.5 defines a “biological evaluation” as a documented USFS review of USFS programs
or activities in sufficient detail to determine how an action or proposed action may affect any
threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species. A biological evaluation has been
prepared for the PNG. Note that the HLCNF presently follows the direction under their recently
approved management plan and evaluates species of conservation concern, in lieu of the
sensitive species designation. These species are all presented in Table A.4-1 and Table A.4-2.

The species listed in Table A.4-1 and Table A.4-2 have been provided by the HLCNF and the
PNG as species known or suspected to occur in association with the Proposed Action.

Table A.4-1. Species of Conservation Concern on the Helena-Lewis and Clark National
Forest Anticipated to be Affected by the Proposed Action

Determination
Species Rationale CWFP' NE2

Animal Species of Conservation Concern

With the proposed mitigation measures, construction stipulations, CWFP
and best management practices (BMPs), the proposed project is
consistent with the Forest Plan, which was determined to provide
the ecological conditions necessary for the long-term persistence of
species of conservation concern.

Flammulated Owl
Otus flammeolus

With the proposed mitigation measures, construction stipulations, CWFP
and BMPs, the proposed project is consistent with the Forest Plan,
which was determined to provide the ecological conditions
necessary for the long-term persistence of species of conservation
concern.

Lewis’ Woodpecker
(Melanerpes lewis)

Plant Species of Conservation Concern

Austin’s knotweed The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Polygonum austiniae

Beaked spikerush The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Eleocharis rostellata

Blunt-leaved pondweed The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Potamogeton obtusifolius

Denseleaf draba With the proposed mitigation measures, construction stipulations, CWFP
Draba densifolia and BMPs, the proposed project is consistent with the Forest Plan,

which was determined to provide the ecological conditions
necessary for the long-term persistence of species of conservation

concern.
English sundew The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Drosera anglica
Fan-leaved fleabane The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE

Erigeron flabellifolius

July 2022
A-55



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Ill Decommissioning and Disposal

Determination

Species Rationale CWFP'! NE?

Fringed bogmoss The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Sphagnum fimbriatum
Giant helleborine The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Epipactis gigantea
Howell's gumweed The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Grindelia howellii
Kerry’s paintbrush The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Castilleja kerryana
Lackschewitz’ milkvetch The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Astragalus lackschewitzii
Lesser rushy milkvetch The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Astragalus convallarius
Letterman’s needlegrass | The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Stipa lettermanii
Limestone larkspur The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Delphinium bicolor ssp.
calcicola
Long-styled thistle With the proposed mitigation measures, construction stipulations, CWFP
Cirsium longistylum?® and BMPs, the proposed project is consistent with the Forest Plan,

which was determined to provide the ecological conditions

necessary for the long-term persistence of species of conservation

concern.
Low northern rockcress The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Braya humilis
Macoun’s gentian The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Gentianopsis macounii
Missoula phlox The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Phlox kelseyi var.
missoulensis

With the proposed mitigation measures, construction stipulations, CWFP

and BMPs, the proposed project is consistent with the Forest Plan,
Musk-root - . : . I

) which was determined to provide the ecological conditions

Adoxa moschatellina . . .

necessary for the long-term persistence of species of conservation

concern.
Northern buttercup The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Ranunculus pedatifidus
Northern rattlesnake With the proposed mitigation measures, construction stipulations, CWFP
plantain and BMPs, the proposed project is consistent with the Forest Plan,
Goodyera repens which was determined to provide the ecological conditions

necessary for the long-term persistence of species of conservation

concern.
Northern wildrye The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Elymus innovatus
Peculiar moonwort The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Botrychium paradoxum
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Determination

Species Rationale CWFP' NE?
Round-leaved orchis The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Amerorchis rotundifolia
Scorpidium moss The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Scorpidium scorpioides

With the proposed mitigation measures, construction stipulations, CWFP
. and BMPs, the proposed project is consistent with the Forest Plan,
Short-styled columbine - . : . >
.- . which was determined to provide the ecological conditions
Aquilegia brevistyla . . .
necessary for the long-term persistence of species of conservation
concern.
Slenderleaf sundew The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Drosera linearis
Small yellow lady’s- The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
slipper
Cypripedium parviflorum
(Cypripedium calceolus
var. pubescens)
Sparrow’s-egg lady’s- The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
slipper
Cypripedium passerinum
Tree-like clubmoss The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Lycopodium dendroideum
Water bulrush The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE
Schoenoplectus
subterminalis
Wavy-leaved moonwort The Proposed Action will have no effect on this species. NE

Botrychium crenulatum

Notes:

"The proposed project is consistent with the Forest Plan (CWFP), which was determined to provide the ecological conditions
necessary for the long-term persistence of species of conservation concern.
2The proposed project will have no effect (NE) on this species.

3Per USFS direction, the long-styled thistle (Cirsium longistylum) was included in this analysis. This is an endemic species that is
being closely monitored on the HLCNF.

Table A.4-1 was populated using species lists provided by the HLCNF through detailed
correspondence between October 2021 and March 2022.
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Table A.4-2. Sensitive Species, Management Indicator Species and Threatened and
Endangered Species on the Pawnee National Grassland Anticipated to be Affected by the

Proposed Action

Species

Status

Discussion and rationale

Determination

No
impact

MIIH
1

LIIH?

BI®

Terrestrial Wildlife Species

American Bittern
Botaurus
lentiginousa

FS sensitive

With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Proposed Action may impact individuals or
habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.

Black-tailed prairie
dog

Cynomys
ludovicianus

FS sensitive/
MIS

With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Proposed Action may impact individuals or
habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.

Black Tern
Chlidonias niger

FS sensitive

With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Proposed Action may impact individuals or
habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.

Brewer’s Sparrow
Spizella breweri

FS sensitive

With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Proposed Action may impact individuals or
habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.

Burrowing Owl
Athene cunicularia

FS sensitive/
MIS

With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations and BMPs, the
Proposed Action may impact individuals or
habitat, but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.

Cassin’s Sparrow
Peucaea cassini

FS sensitive

With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Proposed Action may impact individuals or
habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.

Chestnut-Collared
Longspur
Calcarius ornatus

FS sensitive

With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Proposed Action may impact individuals or
habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for

the population or species.
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Determination

No MIIH
Species Status Discussion and rationale impact U LIIH2 | BI®
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Ferruginous Hawk | FS sensitive/ | Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Buteo regalis MIS habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Fringed myotis FS sensitive Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Myotis thysanodes habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Grasshopper construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Sparrow FS sensitive Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Ammodramus habitat but will not likely result in a trend
savannarum toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
L . construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
ark Bunting . . A
Cakanisouza FS MIS Proposed Ac_tlon may impact |od|V|duaIs or X
melanicirys habitat but will r'10t. likely result in a treod
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
. construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Loggerhead Shrike P . . g
Lanius FS sensitive roposed Ac.tlon may impact |n_d|V|duaIs or X
ludovicianus habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
. construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Long-Billed Curlew P d Acti : t individuals or
Numenuis FS sensitive roposed Action may Impact Individua’s o X
americanus habitat but will r)ot. likely result in a tror_wd
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
McCown'’s construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Longspur " Proposed Action may impact individuals or
Rynchophanes FS Sensitive habitat but will not likely result in a trend X
mccownii toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Mountain Plover 3 construction otipulatiorjs, and .BI\/.IF?s, the
Charadrius FS sensitive/ Proposed Ac.tlon may impact |od|V|duaIs or X
montanus MIS habitat but will r_10t. likely result in a treod
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
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Determination
No MIIH
Species Status Discussion and rationale impact U LIIH2 | BI®
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Northern leopard P . . A
fro FS sensitive roposed Ac.tlon may impact mdmduals or X
°9 . habitat but will not likely result in a trend
Lithobates pipiens L y o
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Northern long- construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
eared bat Federally Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Myotis threatened habitat but will not likely result in a trend
septentrionalis toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Northern Harrier FS sensitive Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Circus hudsonius habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Mule deer Proposed Action may impact individual
Odocoileus FS MIS p \ ay impact Individuals or X
hemionus habitat but will rjot. likely result in a trgr)d
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Piping Plover construction s_tipulations, and .BIV.IFfs, the
Charadrius Federally Proposed Ac.tlon may impact mdmduals or X
melodus threatened habitat but will r)ot. likely result in a tre'r'wd
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Preble’s meadow construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
jumping mouse Federally Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Zapus hudsonius | threatened habitat but will not likely result in a trend
preblei toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Swift fox FS sensitive Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Volpes velox habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Whooping Crane Federally Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Grus americana endangered | habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
July 2022

A-60



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman Ill Decommissioning and Disposal

Determination

No MIIH
Species Status Discussion and rationale impact U LIIH2 | BI®
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Yellow-Billed construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Cuckoo Federally Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Coccyzus threatened habitat but will not likely result in a trend
americanus toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
Invertebrates
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Arogos skipper Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Atrytone arogos habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
Hudsonian construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
emerald Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Somatochlora habitat but will not likely result in a trend
hudsonica toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Monarch butterfly FS sensitive Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Danaus plexippus habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Regal fritillary Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Speyeria idalia habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
Western bumble construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
bee Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Bombus habitat but will not likely result in a trend
occidentalis toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
Plant Species
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Wheel milkweed construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Asclepias uncialis " Proposed Action may impact individuals or
P FS sensitive habitat but will not likely result in a trend X
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
;glﬁtrado butterfly 3 construction s'tipulatior?s, and .BI\/.IFfs, the
Oenothera FS gen3|t|ve Proposed Ac.tlon may impact |nd|V|duaIs or X
coloradensis (delisted) habitat but will r_10t. likely result in a trqu
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
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Determination

No MIIH
Species Status Discussion and rationale impact U LIIH2 | BI®
Common twinpod FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
Physaria construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
didymocarpa var. Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
lanata habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
. construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Cushion . : g
bladderpod Proposed Acltlon may impact |od|V|duaIs or X
; . habitat but will not likely result in a trend
Physaria pulvinata L y o
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
| construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
owa moonwort . . A
Botrychium Proposed Ac.tlon may impact |od|V|duaIs or X
campestre habitat but will r'10t. likely result in a trood
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Penland construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
beardtongue Federally Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Penstemon endangered | habitat but will not likely result in a trend
penlandii toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Prairie dodder Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Cuscuta plattensis habitat but will not likely result in a trend
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
. construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Sandhill goosefoot P d Action may impact individuals or
Chenopodium hropose : ay Imp ; X
cycloides abitat but will r)ot. likely result in a tror_wd
toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Ute ladies’ tresses construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
orchid Federally Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Spiranthes threatened habitat but will not likely result in a trend
diluvialis toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
FS sensitive | With the proposed mitigation measures,
West silver construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
bladderpod Proposed Action may impact individuals or X
Physaria habitat but will not likely result in a trend
scrotiformis toward federal listing or reduced viability for
the population or species.
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Determination
No MIIH
Species Status Discussion and rationale impact | ' | LIIH?2| BB
Aquatic Species
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Bonytail chub Federally construction stipulations, and BMPs, the X
Sternula antillarum | endangered | Proposed Action will have no impact on the
population or species.
Colorado With the proposed mitigation measures,
pikeminnow Federally construction stipulations, and BMPs, the X
Ptychocheilus endangered | Proposed Action will have no impact on the
Lucius population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Humpback chub Federally construction stipulations, and BMPs, the X
Gila cypha threatened Proposed Action will have no impact on the
population or species.
With the proposed mitigation measures,
Northern redbelly e construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
dace FS sensitive . . . X
Proposed Action will have no impact on the
Chrosomus eos : .
population or species.
Pallid sturgeon With the proposed mitigation measures,
>lurg Federally construction stipulations, and BMPs, the
Scaphirhynchus P d Acti il h . h X
albus endangered ropose ction will have no impact on the
population or species.

Notes: FS = Forest Service; MIS = management indicator species.

"May impact individuals or habitat but will not likely result in a trend toward federal listing or reduced viability for the population or
species.

2Likely to impact individuals or habitat, with a consequence that the action may contribute towards federal listing or result in reduced
viability for the population or species.

3Beneficial impact on individuals or habitat.

Table A.4-2 was populated using species lists provided by the PNG through extensive
correspondence between October 2021 and March 2022.

A.4.11 REFERENCES
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A.5 UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS SUPPLEMENT

A.5.1 LEAD AND COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Department of the Air Force (Air Force) is the lead agency for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent Deployment and Minuteman |Il|
Decommissioning and Disposal (EIS), pursuant to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] Part 1502. Since the Proposed Action involves access to and activity on United States
Army Corps of Engineers- (USACE-) administered land, the Air Force requested their
participation in the environmental review process under the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA) (Title 42 of the United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 et seq.), as described in the
Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations in 40 CFR § 1501.8, Cooperating
Agencies. USACE has agreed to participate as a cooperating agency and to designate the Air
Force as the lead agency for National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106
responsibilities. The Air Force prepared this agency supplement in cooperation with USACE to
facilitate the processing and administration of approval and issuing of right-of-way (ROW)
easements. The supplemental information and ROW easement will enable the Air Force to
conduct the proposed activities on USACE-administered land as well as USACE’s preparation
of agency-specific NEPA documentation.

Since official designation as a cooperating agency, USACE has supported the effort by (1)
participating in the scoping process, (2) developing information and preparing analyses on
issues on which USACE has specialized expertise, and (3) making staff support available to
enhance interdisciplinary review capability and provide specific comments (40 CFR § 1503.3).

A.5.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR USACE-RELATED ACTIVITIES

The purpose of and need for the Air Force’s Proposed Action are outlined in Section 1.3 of the
EIS. USACE will respond under the Clean Water Act (CWA) to any application for a permit to
dredge or fill waters of the United States (WOTUS), including wetlands, for the installation of
utilities for the GBSD project. Authorization from USACE is required for any activity that results
in discharges of dredged or fill material into WOTUS, as defined under Section 404 of the CWA
(33 U.S.C. § 1344). The term "waters of the United States" has been broadly defined by statute,
regulation, and judicial interpretation to include all waters that were, are, or could be used in
interstate commerce, such as rivers, streams (including ephemeral streams), canals, reservoirs,
lakes, and adjacent wetlands. The USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual dated January 1987
(USACE 1987) and its current supplements must be used to determine if an area has sufficient
wetland characteristics to potentially be a WOTUS.

Many activities with “minimal” impacts on WOTUS can be authorized by general permits and the
most common are nationwide permits. On January 13, 2021, USACE published 16 nationwide
permits in Part Il of the Federal Register (86 FR 2744, January 13, 2021), and 41 nationwide
permits on December 27, 2021, in the Federal Register (86 FR 73522, December 27, 2021),
which provide authorization in accordance with Section 404(e) of the CWA. The permits are
available for a period of 5 years, currently until March 14, 2026.
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Authorization from USACE is required for project features that cross over, through, or under
navigable waters as defined under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (RHA) (33
U.S.C. § 401 et seq.). Navigable (Section 10) waters must be designated as such by the
USACE Division Commander following procedures defined in 33 CFR Part 329 (i.e., the
Missouri River in Montana and Upper Des Lacs Lake in North Dakota).

Section 408: The authority to grant permission for temporary or permanent use, or the
occupation or alteration of any USACE civil works project is contained in Section 14 of the RHA
codified at 33 U.S.C. § 408 (Section 408). Section 408 authorizes the Secretary of the Army to
grant permission for the alteration or occupation or use of a USACE project if the Secretary
determines that the activity would not be injurious to the public interest and would not impair the
usefulness of the project. (Minot Air Force Base 408 alterations are covered under Section 408
in the St. Paul District, and Malmstrom Air Force 408 alterations are covered under Section 408
in the Omaha District.)

Standard (individual) permits are required for activities with more than minimal impacts on
WOTUS. Individual permits authorize activities in accordance with Section 404(a) of the CWA.
The permit evaluation must be conducted in accordance with Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA as
specified in guidelines promulgated by EPA (40 CFR Part 230). No discharge shall be permitted
if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that would have less adverse
impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant
adverse environmental consequences. An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable
of being implemented after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in
light of the overall project purpose. In addition, where a discharge is proposed for a special
aquatic site (wetland), all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge that do not involve
a discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. Reasonable alternatives as defined under
NEPA and practicable alternatives as defined above are not necessarily synonymous because
some reasonable alternatives may not be available to the Proponents. Executive Order 11990,
promulgated in 1977 for the protection of wetlands, requires:

...each agency, to the extent permitted by law, [to] avoid undertaking or providing
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds (1)
that there is no practicable alternative to such construction, and (2) that the proposed action
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such
use. In making this finding the head of the agency may take into account economic,
environmental and other pertinent factors.

Further,

When Federally-owned wetlands or portions of wetlands are proposed for lease, easement,
right-of-way or disposal to non-Federal public or private parties, the Federal agency shall (a)
reference in the conveyance those uses that are restricted under identified Federal, State or
local wetlands regulations; and (b) attach other appropriate restrictions to the uses of
properties by the grantee or purchaser and any successor, except where prohibited by law;
or (c) withhold such properties from disposal.
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When the preferred alternative is selected and approved in the Record of Decision (ROD), it will
reflect the agencies’ full consideration of impacts on wetlands and all other resources. The ROD
will then define the only alternative available to the Proponents for which a ROW could be
granted on federally managed lands. The Proponents would be required to obtain a ROW on
nonfederal lands through negotiated easements or under eminent domain laws. Therefore,
ROW granted by the federal agency, supplemented by acquisition of a congruent ROW that can
be obtained by the Proponents, will define the only practicable alternative for the project.
However, it may be necessary for USACE to evaluate alternatives for specific activities within
the ROW, such as tower locations, utility corridors, and road alignments, during the
authorization process. USACE will determine whether authorization of proposed activities by
nationwide permits is appropriate or whether certain activities require an individual permit
evaluation. Evaluation of practicable alternatives is not applicable to nationwide permit
authorizations as specified in 40 CFR § 230.7(b)(1). However, mitigation measures in the form
of avoidance, minimization, and compensation would be considered in all permit decisions.
Verification by USACE that activities are already authorized by nationwide permits is not a new
federal action. USACE would prepare a separate ROD for individual permit authorizations
because issuance of a permit would be a new federal action.

A ROW easement across USACE-administered land, a consent to cross a USACE flowage
easement, Section 404 permitting under the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 404) for any discharge of dredge
or fill material into a water of the U.S. (WOTUS) for all three military installations within the five
states of Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, Nebraska, and Wyoming, Section 10 permit under
the RHA (33 U.S.C. § 10), and permissions granted by USACE pursuant to Section 408 (33
U.S.C. § 408) for Montana and North Dakota are separate actions within USACE, with each
requiring separate written approval. Where a single action involves two or more approvals,
every effort is made by USACE to make the process as seamless as possible. Requirements for
a ROW easement involving USACE'’s regulatory authority under Section 404 and Section 10
would not be expected for the Air Force’s Proposed Action to cross USACE-administered land
unless wetlands or WOTUS occur in the area. However, dredge or fill activities in WOTUS
throughout the project, off USACE-administered lands, will require permitting under Section 404.
Section 408 permissions will also occur off USACE-administered lands (Malmstrom and Minot
AFBs). Under 10 U.S.C. § 2668 (easements authority) and in accordance with USACE
Regulations Governing the Easement Evaluation Process (ER 405-1-12, Real Estate
Handbook, Chapter 8, Section XIV), the Air Force would apply to USACE for a ROW easement
to cross USACE-administered land. USACE’s approval action would enable the Air Force to
comply with Public Law 115-232, as outlined in Section 1.3 of the EIS. Considering USACE’s
multiple authorized uses, USACE would decide whether to approve, approve with
modification(s), or deny granting the Air Force ROW easements on USACE-administered land
for the Proposed Action. This would be achieved through Section 408 authorization for ROW
easements at Garrison Project at Lake Sakakawea, flowage easements, levees, or other
features owned or managed by USACE.

A.5.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

The Air Force published the Notice of Intent for the EIS in the Federal Register on September
25, 2020, which initiated the public scoping period. Scoping information provided to the public
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included general descriptions of the proposed action (i.e., installation of utility corridors and
construction at the launch facilities [LFs]). In addition, the Air Force began consultations in
compliance with Section 106 as detailed in Section 1.8.1 of the EIS.

During the scoping process, the Air Force received 148 comments from 55 interested parties.
No comments were received that specifically referenced USACE-managed properties. Nine
comments referenced the installation of the utility corridors and seven referenced off-base
construction. In general, these comments requested (1) assessment of environmental effects
during construction, (2) confirmation of post-construction restoration, and (3) regulatory
compliance and implementing of best management practices (BMPs) during construction. Each
comment was reviewed and incorporated either directly or indirectly into its corresponding
section of the EIS.

A.5.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The only element of the Proposed Action that would occur on or affect USACE-administered
land would be establishing approximately 2.1 miles of new utility corridor and potential to
conduct activities within the 5.4 miles of existing utility corridors on USACE land (Figure A.5-1).
The utilities would be installed in a 25- to 100-ft-wide temporary construction ROW along
existing roads wherever possible and maintained in a 16.5-ft permanent ROW. In addition, new
utilities to support the GBSD weapon system might be installed on existing aboveground
infrastructure (e.g., utility poles) along the same routes as the proposed new utility corridors.
Sections 2.1.6.3, 2.1.7.3, and 2.1.8.3 of the EIS describe in detail the proposed utility corridors
and associated activities.

A.5.5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Section 3.0 of the EIS details the affected environment and analysis of the environmental
consequences associated with the Proposed Action, including the off-base element of the new
utility corridors proposed on USACE-administered land.

Potential significant adverse effects on cultural resources could result from implementing the
overall Proposed Action, including establishing new utility corridors, and thus could occur on
USACE-administered land. Only a small fraction of these elements would be on USACE-
administered land, thereby reducing the potential for significant effects on cultural resources on
USACE-administered land. The Air Force is developing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) in
consultation with interested Tribes, federal agencies that include USACE, the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, and other consulting parties that will stipulate the efforts to be conducted
to identify cultural resources, evaluate any identified resources for significance, and mitigate
adverse effects on them. The PA and the stipulations it contains incorporates the elements of
the GBSD Project that would occur on USACE-administered land and would reduce the
potential for significance of adverse effects on cultural resources. Surveys were conducted of
the project areas located on USACE-administered lands in 2021; consultation with Tribes and
other consulting parties is ongoing. A determination of the level of the effects on cultural
resources is expected to be made before the Final EIS is published.
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Figure A.5-1 Proposed Utility Corridors on USACE-Administered Land in North Dakota
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The element of the Air Force’s Proposed Action that would be implemented on USACE-
administered land would be consistent with 33 U.S.C. §§ 10, 404, and 408. The proposed utility
siting would be within the existing roadway corridor and disturbed land. No wetlands or WOTUS
occur in the area based on National Wetland Inventory mapping. Nearby Lake Audubon,
however, is a WOTUS. Any potential wetlands adjacent to disturbance areas would need to be
ground-truthed to verify presence/absence, as the resolution of the National Wetlands Inventory
Mapper is coarse. Based on National Levee Database data, GBSD project elements cross or
are within 500 ft of approximately nine structures that would require Section 408 permissions,
including one in the F.E. Warren AFB missile field, three in the Malmstrom AFB missile field,
and five in the Minot AFB missile field (USACE 2012).

The installation of 2.1 miles of new utility corridor and potential to conduct activities within the
5.4 miles of existing utility corridors on USACE land would not be contrary to the public interest;
adversely affect endangered species, wetlands, or cultural resources; adversely affect prime
facilities such as dams and spillways; adversely affect highly valuable natural resources; conflict
with project master plans or other easements; or generate an unreasonable request for
easement. After a thorough review of the comprehensive and master plans for the county
encompassing the Proposed Action that would be implemented on USACE-administered land,
the Air Force identified no county-level proposed projects that would have reasonably
foreseeable effects and that would have a reasonably close causal relationship to the Proposed
Action (McLean County 2020).

A.5.6 MITIGATION MEASURES

USACE does not maintain a list of BMPs for utilities. The discussion of each resource area in
Section 3.0 of the EIS ends by addressing the mitigation measures associated with the
Proposed Action.

A.5.7 ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS

USACE provided information to the Air Force on agency-specific requirements for acquiring
easements and resources for consideration in preparing the Air Force’s application for a ROW
easement for the Proposed Action on USACE-administered land. There are no agency-specific
requirements for the Section 404 and Section 10 Regulatory Branch of USACE. In general, if
the Proposed Action is located on USACE land or flowage easement, but does not directly
affect the dam, spillway, levees, switchyards, or other primary USACE-operated or -constructed
infrastructure, the Section 408 review of the action would be minimal and is addressed
concurrently with the normal steps associated with a real estate action. The agency-specific
requirements for the Garrison Project land are listed below.

e Preconstruction On-site Meeting: Prior to the start of construction, the Air Force shall
contact the USACE, Garrison Project Office to schedule a preconstruction on-site
meeting.

o Equipment and Maintenance: The Air Force will ensure that all equipment associated
with authorized activities will be staged or stored within the granted premises or off
federal lands. Major maintenance of vehicles or equipment is prohibited on federal lands.
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The refueling of vehicles or equipment shall be in accordance with the Air Force’s
approved spill prevention plan.

Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants: Storage of all fuel shall be contained within an
impervious containment system that is capable of containing a minimum of 110 percent
of the total fuel capacity of the equipment’s fuel system. All spills of petroleum, oils, and
lubricants greater than 1 gallon must be reported to the Garrison Project. The Air Force
will be required to clean up all spills in accordance with instructions provided by USACE,
the North Dakota State Health Department, or the Environmental Protection Agency.
Prior to initiating the project, the Air Force must provide the Garrison Project with a copy
of the grantee’s spill containment plan.

Project Activity: Project ROW is to be fenced or marked, and all project activity must
remain within the out-granted area.

Site Reclamation: All disturbed areas shall be reclaimed and restored according to the
Garrison’s Project Standard Operating Procedure #14 (USACE 2011).

Notices: A copy of the Notice of Intent and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans will
be provided to USACE prior to issuance of out-grant.

Noxious Weeds: All construction equipment will be pressure-washed or air-blasted prior
to entering USACE lands to minimize the spread or introduction of noxious weeds.
Cultural Resources Discovery: In the event that archaeological materials and/or
human remains are found, all work within 100 feet of the discovery will cease and the
Garrison Project Archaeologist shall be notified immediately.

Vegetation Reclamation: Upon completion of construction, topsoil must be distributed
over all construction areas. If adequate topsoil is not available, it must be acquired from
a certified weed-free source and distributed over the construction area as necessary.
Vegetation seeding must be accomplished in accordance with Condition 26, Vegetation
Protection (USACE 2011). Erosion control measures must be implemented during and
after construction to minimize erosion and entry of sediments into Lake Sakakawea and
wetland areas.

Infrastructure: In the event that roads, fences, gates, habitat or other infrastructure are
damaged during construction, they must be immediately repaired by the grantee at no
cost to the United States or its lessees.

Final Inspection: Upon completion of construction, the grantee must contact the
USACE, Garrison Project Office, to schedule a final inspection of the granted lands to
ensure all mitigation, restoration, damages, and deficiencies have been completed or
corrected.

Disposal of Material: All excess material is to be disposed of off USACE-managed
federal lands.

Location of Utilities: The proposed utilities would be located on USACE-administered
land.

Garrison Project Lands: For cultural resource survey work proposed on Garrison
Project lands, the Air Force will be required to obtain an Archaeological Resource
Protection Act permit. For biological/Endangered Species Act and wetland delineation
surveys, the Air Force must coordinate with the Garrison Project Senior Field
Archaeologist and also the Section 408 Team Lead if more than minor ground
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disturbance is necessary (e.g., use of a 7/8-inch soil probe or spade for wetland soil
sampling).

o Regulatory: Either a nationwide permit verification/individual permit or an approved
jurisdictional determination/notice of project approval letter would satisfy USACE
regulatory requirements (https://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory-
Program/). There are no USACE land use or management plans that govern the Air
Force’s proposed activities.

A.5.8 AGENCY-SPECIFIC NEPA REQUIREMENTS

It is the intent of USACE to adopt the GBSD Deployment EIS after confirming the adequacy for
meeting their NEPA requirements and to prepare their decision document associated with the
components of the Proposed Action on USACE-administered land. If an individual permit is
necessary, USACE will need to meet 404(b)(1) requirements under 33 CFR 325 Appendix B.
During the EIS development, this level of NEPA is expected to be a categorical exclusion or an
environmental assessment with a finding of no significant impact, either of which would
incorporate by reference this EIS in whole or in part and would rely on the determination of
effects it contains.

A.5.9 REFERENCES

McLean County. 2020. Revised McLean County Zoning Ordinance. McLean County Board of
Commissioners, Washburn, ND.

USACE. 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, Technical Report Y-87-1.
Environmental Laboratory, U.S. Army Engineers Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg,
MS.

USACE (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers). 2011. Standard Operating Procedure #14, Garrison
Project Tree/Vegetation Mitigation. CENWO-OD-GA. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha
District, Omaha, NE.

USACE (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers). 2012. National Levee Database. Accessed 2022.
https://levees.sec.usace.army.mil/#/.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE GLOBAL STRIKE COMMAND

July 20, 2020

JAMES D. HUNSICKER, GS-15, DAFC
Site Activation Task Force Lead

Air Force Global Strike Command

HQ AFGSC A5F

66 Kenney Avenue

Barksdale AFB LA 71110

Durell Cooper, Chairman & THPO
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma

P.O. Box 1330, 511 East Colorado Street
Anadarko OK 73005

Dear Chairman & THPO Cooper

The United States Air Force contacted you on May 19, 2020, to inform you of its proposed action
to deploy the Ground Based Strategic Deterrent (GBSD) intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) and
decommissioning and disposal of the Minuteman |11 ICBM (the Project). As described in that letter, the
Project’s deployment actions would occur at the following installations and their associated missile fields:
Francis E. Warren Air Force Base (AFB), WY; Malmstrom AFB, MT; and Minot AFB, ND.
Maintenance, training, storage, and support actions for the new GBSD ICBM and decommissioning and
disposal actions for the Minuteman I11 ICBM would occur at Hill AFB, UT; the Utah Test and Training
Range, UT; Camp Guernsey, WY; and Camp Navajo, AZ.

Pursuant to the National Environmental gfli 69, ®amended (NEPA); and Title 40 of

the Code of Federal Regulations ggarts 1 g#Mcil@n En ental Quality’s regulations to

implement the procedu ovi of i aluate the potential environmental

impacts associated wit roj u on of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As
tHove

part of its efforts to engage ts of the federally recognized Native American Tribes in the
region, the Air Force is g remote scoping meetings with potentially interested Tribes. At these
meetings, we will introduce the Project, describe the NEPA process to be completed for the Project, and
provide an opportunity for Tribes to ask questions about and voice comments on the Project and the EIS
development process.

The Air Force has decided to conduct the Tribal scoping meetings remotely, via conference call,
due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, and you are being invited to participate in one of those
calls. There will be a facilitator for each call, as well as presenters to discuss the Project and EIS process
and to address your questions. Attached you will find the meeting presentation with an agenda on slide 2,
fact sheets regarding the Project, and a comment form that you can use to submit scoping comments.

To ensure that each Tribe interested in this EIS has an opportunity to actively participate in the
scoping meetings, the Air Force has arranged for a small group of Tribes to attend each meeting. Here are
the details for your Tribe’s conference call:



Date and time: Thursday, September 3, 2020 from 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm CDT

Call number: (213) 357-2812 Access code: 749 645 059

List of Tribes participating: Jicarilla Apache Tribe, Mescalero Apache Tribe, Apache Tribe
of Oklahoma, Fort Sill Apache Tribe

* The conference call can accommodate up to 10 participants per Tribe.

If you have any questions about the meeting or woylgsliie & requ ctronic copies of the
attachments, please contact Ms. Kathy Roxlau with T, cMat (508) 250-7363 or
kathy.roxlau@tetratech.com.

Scoping comments be pr v/ urMg the scoping meeting, via email at
gbsdeis@tetratech.com, or in WITWag ef ch, Inc., ¢/o Jennifer Jarvis, ATTN: GBSD Comments,
10306 Eaton Place, Suite 340,&gd% VA, 22030. The attached scoping comment form is provided for
your use, if you so choose. Although comments will be accepted throughout EIS development, the Air

Force requests that you provide your comments no later than November 13, 2020, to ensure their
consideration in the preparation of the Draft EIS.

The Air Force looks forward to engaging with you during the scoping meeting. Thank you in
advance for your participation in this effort.

T

JAMES D. HUNSICKER, GS-15, DAFC
Site Activation Task Force Lead
Air Force Global Strike Command

Attachments:  Meeting Presentation
Fact Sheet Package
EIS Scoping Comment Form

cc: (with attachments)
Crystal Lightfoot, Culture Program Coordinator
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE GLOBAL STRIKE COMMAND

September 29, 2020
James D. Hunsicker, GS-15, DAFC
Reply to: Tetra Tech, Inc., ¢/o Jennifer Jarvis
10306 Eaton Place, Fairfax, VA 22030 ATTN: GBSD Comments

Receiver Name, Title
Organization

Street Address

City ST 12345-6789

Dear Title. Last Name

The United States Air Force (Air Force) will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to
evaluate the potential impacts on the human and natural environments of deploying the Ground Based
Strategic Deterrent (GBSD) intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) system and decommissioning and
disposing of the Minuteman III ICBM system (the Proposed Action). Deployment-related actions would
occur both on-base and in the missile fields at Francis E. Warren Air Force Base (AFB), WY; Malmstrom
AFB, MT; and Minot AFB, ND. Additional maintenance, training, storage, testing, support,
decommissioning, and disposal actions would occur at Hill AFB, UT; the Utah Test and Training Range,
UT; Camp Guernsey, WY; and Camp Navajo, AZ. The EIS will be prepared in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Title 42 United States Code § 4321); the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
Parts 1500-1508); and the Air Force Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) as codified in 32
CFR Part 989. The Wyoming Army National Guard is a cooperating agency for this EIS.

The scoping period for the GBSD EIS begins with publication
prepare an EIS in the Federal Register on or about September 9, 20

e Notice of Intent (NOI) to

published in local newspapers notifying the public of t sQ@ping od. The scoping process is used
to involve the public early in planning and develo afl to hd@o identify issues to be addressed
nding the coronavirus (COVID-

in the environmental analysis. Because o i cerns
' ulic scoping meetings. Instead, scoping

at https://www.gbsdeis.cor® e®ou will find information about the NEPA process, details of
the Proposed Action and alte Bs, and opportunities for public engagement and providing comments.
The website will become accessible the day the NOI is published.

GBSD deployment activities would include replacing all land-based Minuteman III ICBMs in the
United States, including motors, interstages, and missile guidance sets, with the GBSD weapon system, a
technologically advanced ICBM system. All launch facilities, communication systems, infrastructure, and
technologies would be modernized and replaced as necessary to support the GBSD system. The Proposed
Action would not include generating or disposing of nuclear material, and the number of land-based
nuclear missiles would remain unchanged. Decommissioning and disposal activities would include
destruction of all Minuteman III weapon systems and associated components to prevent their further use
for their originally intended purpose. While certain components and subsystems of the Minuteman III
have been upgraded, most of the fundamental infrastructure used today is the nearly 50-year-old original
equipment. Deployment of the GBSD system would begin in the mid-2020s, extending the capabilities of
the land-based leg of the U.S. nuclear triad through at least 2075.



The purpose of the Proposed Action is to replace all land-based Minuteman III missiles deployed
in the continental United States with the GBSD system. The Proposed Action is needed to meet national
security requirements and to comply with the John S. McCain National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2019 (Publ. L. 115-232 § 1663, 132 Stat. 2153), which directs the Air Force to develop and
implement a strategy “to accelerate the development, procurement, and fielding of the ground based
strategic deterrent program.”

The Proposed Action would be consistent with the 2018 Nuclear Posture Review as well as with
all relevant international obligations of the United States. Implementin roposed Action would
ensure the United States continues to have effective, responsive, ient ICBMs and associated
supporting upgrades would
enable the United States to continue to pro a3 vide both allies and potential
adversaries of our nuclear ons bil lear deterrence and assurance,
and providing a safeguard @zainst a migeti

The EIS will assess the tial environmental consequences of deploying the GBSD weapon
system and decommissioning and disposing of the Minuteman III system. The EIS will also analyze the
No Action Alternative, which serves as the baseline against which to compare the Proposed Action.
Under the No Action Alternative, the Air Force would continue to maintain and operate the Minuteman
IIT weapon system in its current configuration and the GBSD system would not be deployed.

To effectively define the full range of issues and concerns to be evaluated in the EIS, the Air
Force is soliciting scoping comments from interested local, state, and federal agencies and organizations;
Native American Tribes; and members of the public. Scoping comments can be provided via a comment
form on the project website, via email to gbsdeis@tetratech.com, or in writing to Tetra Tech, Inc., c/o
Jennifer Jarvis, 10306 Eaton Place, Suite 340, Fairfax, VA 22030, ATTN: GBSD Comments. Although
comments will be accepted at any time during the EIAP, the Air Force requests that you provide your
comments no later than November 13, 2020, to ensure their consideration during the preparation of the
Draft EIS.

If you are unable to access the website or would like to request printed or digital copies of the
scoping materials, please send an email to gbsdeis@tetratech.com.

Thank you for your interest in this project.

Sincerely,

JAMES D. HUNSICKER, GS-15, DAFC
Site Activation Task Force Lead
Air Force Global Strike Command

Attachment:
Locations Associated with the GBSD Deployment Program
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Contact List for Scoping letters to All Government, Tribal, and Non-government Stakeholders

Title |  FirstName | Last Name [ Role [ Agency/Organization Name [ Address [ City | state | Zip
Federal Government
U.S. Senate
Senator Kevin Cramer U.S. Senator for North Dakota US Senate gﬂﬁd'?#;se” Senate Office Washington |DC 20510
Senator Kevin Cramer U.S. Senator for North Dakota US Senate ;?i;egWN Building, 100 First Minot ND 58701
Senator John Hoeven U.S. Senator for North Dakota US Senate giﬁd'?#;se” Senate Office Washington |DC 20510
Senator John Hoeven U.S. Senator for North Dakota US Senate 220 East Rosser Ave, Rm 312 |Bismarck ND 58501
Senator Mike Lee U.S. Senator for Utah US Senate gﬁ:llc”\i;ussell Senate Office Washington |DC 20510
James V. Hansen Federal
Senator Mike Lee U.S. Senator for Utah US Senate Building Ogden uT 84401
324 25th St, Ste 1410
Senator Mitt Romney U.S. Senator for Utah US Senate I;i?ld'iq:gsse” Senate Office Washington |DC 20510
Senator Jon Tester U.S. Senator for Montana US Senate 724 Hart Senate Office Washington [DC 20510-2604
Senator Jon Tester U.S. Senator for Montana US Senate 119 1st Ave N #102 Great Falls MT 59401
Senator Steve Daines U.S. Senator for Montana US Senate 320 Hart Senate Office Washington [DC 20510-2604
Senator Steve Daines U.S. Senator for Montana US Senate 104 4th Street North, Ste. 302 |Great Falls MT 59401
Senator Cynthia Lummis U.S. Senator for Wyoming US Senate gg:::egDS_gqazte Office Building, Washington [DC 20510
Senator Cynthia Lummis U.S. Senator for Wyoming US Senate Federal Center, Suite 2007 Cheyenne WY 82001
Senator John Barrasso U.S. Senator for Wyoming US Senate gﬂ;d?r']g(sen Senate Office Washington [DC 20510
Senator John Barrasso U.S. Senator for Wyoming US Senate 2120 Capitol Avenue, Suite Cheyenne WY 82001
Senator Michael Bennet U.S. Senator for Colorado US Senate gﬁg ig)l;th College Avenue, Fort Collins CO 80524
Senator Michael Bennet U.S. Senator for Colorado US Senate 261 Russell Senate Building Washington [DC 20510
Senator Cory Gardner U.S. Senator for Colorado US Senate 20(.)1.3' Shlel(:!s Street, Fort Collins  |CO 80526
Building H, Suite 104
Senator Cory Gardner U.S. Senator for Colorado US Senate gﬁ?’ld'?:;se” Senate Office Washington [DC 20510
Senator Deb Fischer U.S. Senator for Nebraska US Senate 120 East 16th Street, Suite 203|Scottsbluff NE 69361
Senator Deb Fischer U.S. Senator for Nebraska US Senate giﬁd'ia:;se” Senate Office Washington [DC 20510
Senator Benjamin Sasse U.S. Senator for Nebraska US Senate 115 Railway Street, Suite C102|Scottsbluff NE 69361
Senator Benjamin Sasse U.S. Senator for Nebraska US Senate é%dlia:gssell Senate Office Washington [DC 20510
U.S. House of Representatives
Representative |Blake Moore U.S Representative for Utah U.S. House of Representatives éiﬁgirl;gngworth House Office Washington |DC 20515
Representative |Blake Moore U.S Representative for Utah U.S. House of Representatives 324 25th Street Ogden uT 84401
Representative |Chris Stewart U.S Representative for Utah U.S. House of Representatives éﬁﬁgﬁ;ybum House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |John Curtis U.S Representative for Utah U.S. House of Representatives 125 Cannon Office Building Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Burgess Owens U.S Representative for Utah U.S. House of Representatives éﬂﬁgir&gngwoﬂh House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Burgess Owens U.S Representative for Utah U.S. House of Representatives 9067 S. Temple Dr Suite 100 [West Jordan |UT 84088
Representative |Kelly Armstrong U.S Representative for North Dakota [U.S. House of Representatives 1004 Longworth HOB Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Kelly Armstrong U.S Representative for North Dakota [U.S. House of Representatives 220 E Rosser Ave, Room 228 |Bismarck ND 58501
Representative |Matt Rosendale U.S Representative for Montana U.S. House of Representatives 1037 Longworth HOB Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Matt Rosendale U.S Representative for Montana U.S. House of Representatives 7 West 6th Avenue Suite 3B [Helena MT 59601
Representative |Liz Cheney U.S Representative for Wyoming U.S. House of Representatives :I'I?I:::"'U” TTOUSE UTmce Washington [DC 20515

1
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Title First Name Last Name Role Agency/Organization Name Address City State Zip
Representative |Liz Cheney U.S Representative for Wyoming U.S. House of Representatives éAﬁ‘; CEPTOTAVETTIE SUite Cheyenne wy 82001
Representative |Ken Buck U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 1023 39Th Ave., Suite B Greeley CO 80634
Representative |Ken Buck U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives éﬁﬁgﬁ;ybum House Office Washington |DC 20515
Representative |Scott Tipton U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 2Blfi3|d?:;non House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Scott Tipton U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 225 N 5th St, Ste 702 Grand CO 81501
Representative |Lauren Boebert U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives éi(i)lgirl;gngwoﬂh House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Lauren Boebert U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 743 Horizon Court Suite 112 Grand CO 81501

. . . . 2111 Rayburn House Office .
Representative |Diana DeGette U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives Building Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Diana DeGette U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 600 Grant St, Ste 202 Denver CO 80203
Representative |Joe Neguse U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives éﬁ:lgirl;gngwonh House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Joe Neguse U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 2503 Walnut St, Ste 300 Boulder CO 80302
Representative |Doug Lamborn U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives éiﬁ;is;ybum House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Doug Lamborn U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives ;:1335 Kelly Johnson Blvd, Ste g;l-?nrg:o CcoO 80920
Representative |Jason Crow U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives éiﬁgirl;gngwonh House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Jason Crow U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 3300 S Parker Rd, #100 Aurora CO 80014
Representative |Ed Perimutter U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives éiﬁgirl;gngwonh House Office Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Ed Perimutter U.S Representative for Colorado U.S. House of Representatives 12600 W Colfax Ave, Ste B- Lakewood CO 80215
Representative |Adrian Smith U.S Representative for Nebraska U.S. House of Representatives 416 Valley View Dr., Suite 600 |Scottsbluff NE 69361
Representative |Adrian Smith U.S Representative for Nebraska U.S. House of Representatives 502 Cannon HOB Washington [DC 20515
Representative |Jeff Fortenberry U.S Representative for Nebraska U.S. House of Representatives éﬁ:lgirl;gngworth House Office Washington |DC 20515
Representative |Jeff Fortenberry U.S Representative for Nebraska U.S. House of Representatives 301 S 13th St, Ste 100 Lincoln NE 68508
Representative |Don Bacon U.S Representative for Nebraska U.S. House of Representatives éﬂﬁgirl;gngworth House Office Washington |DC 20515
Representative |Don Bacon U.S Representative for Nebraska U.S. House of Representatives 13906 Gold Circle, Ste 101 Omaha NE 68144
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
. . Acting Chief, Military Programs . .
James (Jimmy) P |Harding, PE, PMP Branch. Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
Eric Laux g:‘s'ter‘;c?f Regulatory Branch, Omaha | ; 5 Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE [68102
. Lead Field Project Manager, District . .
Devetta Hill Regulatory Office, Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
I\UUUIGI.UI y MATOT IGUUIUUIOI., LuUuUtT
Ms. Jennifer Winter Dakota Regulatory Office, Omaha U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 28563 Powerhouse Road Pierre SD 57501
Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
North Dakota Regulatory Office U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 3319 University Drive Bismarck ND 58504
John Moeschen Nebraska program manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 8901 South 154th Street, Suite [Omaha NE 68138-3621
Nebraska Regulatory Office, . 8901 South 154th Street, Suite
Matthew Wray Wehrspann Field Office U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1 Omaha NE 68138-3621
Kiel Downing Colorado program manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 9307 South Wadsworth Blvd  [Littleton CO 80128-6901
Sage Joyce Montana program manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Post Office Box 7032 Billings MT 59103
Wyoming Regulatory Office,
Mike Happold Wyoming program manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2232 Dell Range Boulevard, Cheyenne wy 82009-4142
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Title First Name Last Name Role Agency/Organization Name Address City State Zip
. Project Manager, Wyoming . 2232 Dell Range Blvd., Suite
Michael Stanley Regulatory Field Office U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 210 Cheyenne wy 82009
Pat McQueary North Dakota program manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 3319 University Drive Bismarck ND 58504
Ben Reile Project Manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 3319 University Drive Bismarck ND 58504
Jade Metzler Project Manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Brooke Davis Project Manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Colonel John L Hudson gfn’grg‘:‘g‘:;rﬁi{‘d District Engineer, |, 5 Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE  [68102
Ted Streckfuss Deputy Commander, Omaha District |U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
Jeff Tessin '\D/'i's"tﬁgN Projects Coordinator, Omahal,; 5 Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE  [68102
Project Manager
Sarah Miller Environmental Remediation Branch, |U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
Omaha District
. Cultural Resource Program Manager, .
Julie Jacobsen Planning Division, Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
District Archaeologist, Planning .
Sandy Barnum Division, Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Heath Kruger Section 408 Team, Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jonas Grundman Section 408 Team, Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
. Project Manager, Remediation . .
Doug Simpleman Branch. Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
Aaron Quinn gf’stt‘:ir;' Resources Specialist, Omaha |\, 5 army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
AF/AFCEC Program Manager for . .
Brandon Sellers USAGE, Omaha District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1616 Capitol Ave., Ste. 9000 |Omaha NE 68102
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
Ms. Maria Boroja Ecological Services - Landscape |\, o Figh and Wildiife Service Lakewood  |CO
Conservation and Restoration, Chief
Ms. Pamela J Sponholtz Region 6 Sikes Act Coordinator U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 134 Union Boulevard, 6th Floor|Lakewood CO 80228
Ms. Meg Van Ness Regional Historic Preservation Officer [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 134 Union Blvd. Lakewood CO 80228
Mr. Scott Blackburn National NEPA Coordinator U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 5275 Leesburg Pike Falls Church |VA 22041-3803
Jarrad Kosa National Sikes Act Coordinator U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 5275 Leesburg Pike Falls Church |VA 22041-3803
Mr. Drew Becker Supervisor, North Dakota Ecological 1 5. Fish and Wildife Service 3425 Miriam Avenue Bismarck  |ND 585017926
Ms. Laura Romin Acting Field Supervisor, Utah U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2369 Orton Circle, Suite 50 |5t Valley 1yt lga119
Ecological Services City
Field Supervisor, Ecological Services . - . 5353 Yellowstone Rd, Suite
Mr. Tyler Abbott Wyoming Field Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 308A Cheyenne WYy 82009
Field Supervisor,
Ms. Jodi Bush Ecological Services, Montana Field U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 585 Shepard Way, Suite 1 Helena MT 59601
Office
Regional Director, Mountain - Prairie . .
Ms. Noreen Walsh Region U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ;gg Union Boulevard, Suite || L ovood  |cO  |80228
Ecological Services Program
Mr. Will Meeks Asst. Regional Director for Refuges U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ms. Maureen Gallagher ggfu‘gi SASSt' Regional Director for |, o rich and Wildiife Service
Ms. Allison Parrish Zone Archaeologist, MT/UT/WY, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 4050 Bridger Canyon Road  |Bozeman MT  |59715
Bozeman Fish Technology Center
Lostwood Natural Wildlife Refuge U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Lostwood NWR, 8315 Highway |, 1ore ND  |58746
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Title First Name Last Name Role Agency/Organization Name Address City State Zip
Chad Zorn Des Lacs Natural Wildlife Refuge U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ND
Tom Pabian Upper Souris Natural Wildlife Refuge [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ND
R . Benton Lake Natural Wildlife Refuge : I .
Benjamin Gilles and Wetland Management District U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service MT
Ms. Trina F Vigil Clerk/Assistant U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Lakewood CO
Mr. Matt Hogan Region 6, Deputy Regional Director  [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Lakewood CO
Mr. Steve Small Region 6, Assistant Regional Director |\, o risy ang wildiife Service
Ecological Services
) : ) : I . . . West Valley
Mr. Paul Abate Acting Deputy Field Supervisor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2369 Orton Circle, Suite 50 City uT 84119
Ms. Rita Reisor Botanist U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2369 Orton Circle, Suite 50 ‘(’:V@St valley |yt [ga119
. . ) . : I ) ) . West Valley
Ms. Laura Romin Acting Field Supervisor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2369 Orton Circle, Suite 50 City uT 84119
Mr. George San Miguel CO Ecological Services POC U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ms. Eliza B Hines gjs:jlk; FC°'°9'°""' Services Office |\, 5 Fish and Wildiife Service 9325 South Alda Road Wood River |NE  |68883
Ms. Julie Reeves Listing / Recovery, Ecological U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 334 Parsley Blvd Cheyenne WY 82007
Mr. Alex Schubert Section 7, Ecological Services U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 334 Parsley Blvd Cheyenne WY 82007
Mr. Jacob (Jake) Martin Assistant Field Supervisor, Montana |, o 'rich and wildiife Service 585 Shephard Way, Suite 1 |Helena MT  |59601
Ecological Services Field Office
Mr. George Jordan Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Coordinator [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2900 4th Ave North, Room 301 |Billings MT 59101
Mr. Jerry Reinisch Fish & Wildlife Biologist (Energy) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3425 Miriam Avenue Bismarck ND 58501-7926
Ms. Heidi L Riddle g'::“i';‘: Wildlife Biologist, Ecological |\, g rish ang wildiife Service 3425 Miriam Avenue Bismarck ND  |58501-7926
Mr. Steven Krentz Supervisory Fish Biologist U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3425 Miriam Ave Bismarck ND 58501-7926
Fish and Wildlife Biologist, Missouri
Ms. Amanda Goldstein River Fish and Wildlife Conservation |U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3425 Miriam Ave Bismarck ND 58501-7926
Office
Ms. Bethany F Davies U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bismarck ND
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
Mr. Bert Frost Regional Director National Park Service Regions 3, 4, and |51 pivertront Drive Omaha NE  |68102-4226
5 (ND, Montana)
. . . National Park Service Regions 6, 7, and
Mr. Mike Reynolds Regional Director 8 (CO, UT, WY, MO) 12795 West Alameda Parkway |Denver CO |80225
Ms. Meg Frisbie Cultural Resources Specialist National Park Service
Headquarters National Park Service 1849 C Street NW Washington |DC 20240
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highways Administration
Federal Highway Administration 1200 New Jersey Ave., SE Washington |DC 20590
Mr. Lee Potter Division Administrator Federal I-!lghyvay Administration, North 14503 Coleman Street, Suite Bismarck ND 58503-0567
Dakota Division 205
Mr. Ivan stadel Division Administrator g?jssr'] Highway Administration, Utah 3220 West 4700 South, Suite || ake city [UT  [84129
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
Ms. Melany Glossa Deppty Regional Forester, Northern  |U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S. 26 Fort Missoula Road Missoula MT 50804
Region Forest Service
. Forest Supervisor, Helena-Lewis and [U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. .
Mr. Bill Avey Clark National Forest Forest Service 2880 Skyway Drive Helena MT 59602
Mr. Mark Bodily Forest Archae_ologlst, Helena-Lewis |U.S. Depart_ment of Agriculture, U.S. 1220 38th Street North Great Falls MT 59405
and Clark National Forest Forest Service
Forest Supervisor, Arapaho and . -
Mr. Monte Williams Roosevelt National Forests and U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. 2150 Centre Avenue, Building Fort Collins coO 80526

Pawnee National Grassland

Forest Service
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Grasslands Archaeologist, Arapaho . -
Mr. Lawrence Fullenkamp and Roosevelt National Forests and us. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S. 2150 Centre Avenue, Building Fort Collins CcO 80526
) Forest Service E
Pawnee National Grassland
Mr. Vern Koehler Pawnee National Grassland us. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S.
Forest Service
. Deputy Forest Archaeologist, Helena- |U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. .
Ms. Arian Randall Lewis and Clark National Forest Forest Service 2880 Skyway Drive Helena MT 59602
Mr Jim Smalls Ecosystem Management Coordination us. Depart_ment of Agriculture, U.S. Mail Stop 1104, 1400 Washington |DC 20250
Forest Service Independence Avenue, SW
n \)Iullcy ™. TatCcS T ocucTar
Ms. Vicki Christiansen Chief, Headquarters U.S. Department of Agriculture, US. g, yin o Washington |DC  |20227
Forest Service DNA A ALl Ot OVNI
Mr. Steve Stadelman Headquarters, NEPA us. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S.
Forest Service
Mr. Tom Claeys State F_ore?ter, North Dakota U.S. Depart_ment of Agriculture, U.S. 240 W. Century Ave. Bismarck ND 58503
Supervisor's Office Forest Service
NEPA Team Leader, Region 4, U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. Federal Building
Mr. Ken Rodgers Intermountain Region Forest Service 324 25th Street Ogden ut 84401
n . . roucrar UUIIUIIIU LIAviNY
Ms. Leanne Marten Reg!onal Forester, Region 1, Northern |U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S. Missoula Missoula MT 50804
Region Forest Service g s D
n T CUTTar outr IU T T
Mr. Joe Alexander Director Lands, Region 1 u.s. Depart_ment of Agriculture, U.S. Missoula Missoula MT 59804
Forest Service Ae st =
. . . roucrar UUIIUIIIU LIAviNY
Ms. Julie Schaefers Director NEPA & Ecosystems, Region (U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S. Missoula Missoula MT 50804
1 Forest Service e et A e e
. Federal Center
Ms. Jennifer Eberlien Regional Forester, Region 2 U.S. Department of Agriculture, US. {4647 co16 Boulevard, Building |Lakewood ~ |CO |80401-3305
Forest Service 17
. Federal Center
Mr. Jason Robertson Deputy Director Lands, Region 2 US. Depart_ment of Agriculture, U.S. 1617 Cole Boulevard, Building |Lakewood CcO 80401-3305
Forest Service 17
. Federal Center
Ms. Jenna Sloan Director NEPA & Planning, Region 2 | -5 Department of Agriculture, U.S. 14647 ¢ 16 Boulevard, Building |Lakewood ~ |CO  |80401-3305
Forest Service 17
Ms. Bart Lander NERA Program Manager. (Actlng), U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S. 1617 Cole Boulevard, Building Lakewood co 80401-3305
Region 2, Rocky Mountain Region Forest Service 17
M. Daniel Hager Dlreptor of Engineering, Northern U.S. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S. 26 Fort Missoula Road Missoula MT 50804
Region Forest Service
Salt Lake Ranger District U-S. Department of Agriculture, US. 154, o 3000 £ Cottonwood ;154451
Forest Service Heights
Mr. Bil Avey Forest Su_perwsor, Helena-Lewis and |U.S. Depart_ment of Agriculture, U.S. 1220 38th Street North Great Falls MT 59405
Clark National Forest Forest Service
Larnu UoTO arnu Oro 1 IUUIGIII .
Ms. Tessa Donahue Manager, Helena-Lewis & Clark us. Depanment of Agriculture, U.S. 1220 38th Street North Great Falls MT 59405
Mokt e Forest Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Headquarters U.S. Environmental Protection Agency |1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW Washington |DC 20004
EPA Region 7 (Nebraska) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency |100 Centennial Mall N # 289 |Lincoln NE 68508
Francis Tran EPA Region 8 Environmental Protection Agency 1595 Wynkoop Street Denver CO 80202-1129
Mr. Don Lininger EPA Region 7, RCRA Environmental Protection Agency 11201 Renner Boulevard Lenexa KS 66219
Ms. Amy Hensley EPA Region 8, RCRA Environmental Protection Agency 1595 Wynkoop Street Denver CO 80202-1129
Jesse Newland EPA Region 8, RCRA Environmental Protection Agency 1595 Wynkoop Street Denver CO 80202-1129

U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Resources Conservation Service
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Headquarters LSJeSrlai/(\:;\latural Resources Conservation 1400 Independence Ave SW  |Washington [DC 20250
Ms. Mary Podoll State Conservationist USDA NRCS North Dakota State Office [220 East Rosser Avenue Bismarck ND  |58501
Federal Building, Room 270
Ms. Emily Fife State Conservationist USDA NRCS Utah State Office lgfosomh State Street, Room || ake City [T [84138-1100
U.S. Geological Service
Headquarters US Geological Survey 1849 C St NW Washington [DC 20240
Water Science Center USGS North Dakota 821 E Interstate Ave Bismarck ND 58503
Cory Angeroth Water Science Center USGS Utah 1594 W North Temple St Salt Lake City [UT 84116
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Ms. |[Katharine [Kerr [Office of Federal Agency Programs  [Advisory Council on Historic [401 F Street NW, Suite 308  [Washington [DC  [20001
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Ms. Christie Avery Environmental Protection Specialist  [Bureau of Indian Affairs
Dr. Sebastian. C LeBeau Il Regional Archaeologist, Great Plains |g |\ o |ndian Affairs 115 4th Avenue SE, Suite 100 |Aberdeen  |SD 57401
Regional Office, Environmental Office
Mr. Mark Herman Environmental Engineer, Fort Berthold [Bureau of Indian Affairs
Branch Chief, Environmental and .
Dr. BJ Howerton Cultural Resources Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs 10(_)1_Ind|an S?hOOI Rd NW, Albuquerque |NM 87104
. A Building 1, Mailbox 44
Office of Trust Services
Bureau of Indian Affairs US Department of the Interior 1849 C Street, N.W. MS-4606 |Washington |D.C. 20240
BIA Great Plains Region (ND) US Department of the Interior éli:?ogvenue Southeast Aberdeen SD 57401
Mr. Dustin Jansen Division Director Utah Division of Indian Affairs 250 N. 1950 W. Salt Lake City [UT 84116
Mr. Timothy LaPointe Regional Director, Great Plains Bureau of Indian Affairs 115 4th Avenue SE, Suite 400 |Aberdeen  |SD 57401
Regional Office
Kayla Danks ﬁgz:g Superintendent, Fort Berthold Bureau of Indian Affairs P.0. Box 370 (mail) New Town ND 58763
Bureau of Land Management
Mr. John Mehlhoff g:g:g CD)'f':C‘:;m' Montana/Dakotas Bureau of Land Management 5001 Southgate Drive Billings MT  [59101
Mr. Gary Smith St Archacologist, Montana/Dakotas! g, reau of Land Management 5001 Southgate Drive Billings MT  [59101
Cecil Werven ROW & Land Uses Program Lead E;ae”rgg of Realty, Lands, & Renewable 541 oo thgate Drive Billings MT  |59101
Mr. Andrew R. Tkach DMSK.)n of Decision Support, Bureau of Land Management 20 M Street, SE Washington |DC 20003
Planning, and NEPA
Mr. Jim Ledger Realty Specialist Bureau of Land Management
Ms. Ruth Miller Land Use Specialist Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Mark Albers B::;:gt g/lfz-;ir::aeger, North Central Bureau of Land Management 920 Northeast Main Lewistown MT 59457
Mr. Josh Chase Archaeologist, Havre Field Office Bureau of Land Management 3990 Highway 2 West Havre MT 59501
Mr. Brett Blumhardt Field Manager, Lewistown Field Office [Bureau of Land Management 920 Northeast Main Lewistown MT 59457
Planning and Environmental
Mr. Dan Brunkhorst Coordinator, North Central Montana |Bureau of Land Management
District and Lewistown Field Office
Mr. David Jenkins Headquarters Bureau of Land Management 1849 C Street NW Rm. 5665 |Washington [DC 20240
BLM Utah Bureau of Land Management 440 West 200 South, Ste. 500 |Salt Lake City |UT 84101
B!_M_Easte_rn Montana/Dakotas Bureau of Land Management 111 Garryowen Road Miles City MT 59301
District Office
Bureau of Reclamation
I\GHIUI TAT FTCT IGCUIUHIQL,
Dr. George Shannon, Jr., Environmental and Cultural Resources|Bureau of Reclamation 2021 4th Avenue North Billings MT 59101
Mr. Steve Davies Area Manager, Montana Area Office |Bureau of Reclamation P.O. Box 30137 Billings MT 59107-0137
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Mr. Rick Hanson frea Archacologist, Montana A'e2 |gureau of Reclamation P.O. Box 30137 Billings MT  |59107-0137
U.S. Department of Energy
Division Director at Office of General
Mr. John Weckerle Counsel, NNSA Department of Energy
Mr. Brian Costner Dlrect(?r, Office of NEPA Policy and Department of Energy
Compliance
Army National Guard
NEPA Lead, Camp Guernsey, . . .
Mr. Scott Benson Wyoming Military Department Wyoming Army National Guard 5500 Bishop Blvd Cheyenne wy 82009
Mr. Matthew Icanberry Wyoming Army National Guard
Mr. Jeffrey L. Coron ':/IZ:;—;EP_M’ NEPA/ECOP Program National Guard Bureau 111 S. George Mason Drive Arlington VA 22204-1373
Mr. Ricky French Headquarters Army National Guard Bureau
Mr. Edward Morrison Legal Advisor Army National Guard Bureau
Mr. Jeff Garland Papago ARNG
Mr. Kenneth Humphrey Cultural Resources Manager Wyoming Army National Guard 5410 Bishop Blvd. Cheyenne WY 82009
Wyoming Army National Guard Army National Guard 5500 Bishop Blvd Cheyenne WY 82009
Colonel Anthony Hammett Chief, ARNG G9 Army National Guard 111 S. George Mason Drive Arlington VA 22204
M. Eric Beckley Natural & Cultural Resources Program Army National Guard
Manager
Lieutenant Bill Patton Deputy Garrison Commander, Camp |\, o ino Army National Guard 5500 Bishop Blvd Cheyenne  |wy [82009
Colonel Guernsey
Major Sabrina Kirkpatrick NEPA Wyoming Army National Guard
ARNG Facilities
Colonel Loren J. Thomson Management Officer Wyoming Army National Guard
State Government
Government of the State of Montana
Shaun McGrath Director Department of Environmental Quality PO Box 200901 Helena MT 59620-0901
Mr. Bryan Gartland Deputy Regional Manager, Division of | tent of Environmental Quality ~ |PO Box 201601 Helena MT  |59620-1601
Water Resources
Robert Ray Department of Environmental Quality 1520 East Sixth Avenue Helena MT 59620
Ms. Laura Evilsizer Compliance Officer Montana Historical Society P.0O. Box 201202 Helena MT  [59620
State Historic Preservation Office
ROW Section Supervisor, Real Estate Department of Natural Resources and
Ms. Lisa Axline Management Bureau, DNR Trust p . P.O. Box 20601 Helena MT 59620-1601
Conservation
Lands
Department of Natural Resources and Clearwater 59823
Kristine Baker-Dickenson Conservation N. Sperry Grade Rd. Junction MT
Mr. Mike Tooley Director Department of Transportation PO Box 201001 Helena MT 59620-1001
Governor Greg Gianforte Governor Office of the Governor P.0O. Box 200801 Helena MT 59620-0801
goutenantyisten Juras Lt. Governor Office of the Governor P.O. Box 200801 Helena MT  |59620-0801
Mr. Tim Fox Attorney General Office of the Attorney General 215 N Sanders St Helena MT 59601
Christi Jacobsen Secretary Of State State of Montana P.O. Box 202801 Helena MT 59620-2801
Trearup, 1 TUCCuuonT, -
Terri Mavencamp Redevelopment Section gsglti?;a Department of Environmental Helena MT




Stakeholder Mailing List

Public Scoping Management Plan

Title First Name Last Name Role Agency/Organization Name Address City State Zip
Ms. Becky Holmes Section Supervisor Mont_ana Department of Environmental Helena MT
Quality
Mr. Ben Thomas Director Department of Agriculture PO Box 200201 Helena MT 59620-0201
Ms. Tara Rice Director Department of Commerce 301 S Park Helena MT 59601
Ms. Martha Williams Director Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks |PO Box 200701 Helena MT 59620
Jodel Fohn Montana Historical Society PO Box 201201 Helena MT 59620-1201
. Montana State Historic Preservation
Mr. Molly Kruckenberg Director Office (SHPO) P.O. Box 201202 Helena MT 59620
. Department of Natural Resources and
Mr. John E. Tubbs Director Conservation PO Box 201601 Helena MT 59620-1601
Mr. Mike O'Herron Southwest Lands Area Manager Departmer)t of Natural Resources and 1401 27th Avenue Missoula MT 59801
Conservation
Ms. Sheila Hogan Director g:fv?:g’sem of Public Health and Human |5 g 454 Helena MT  |59604-4210
Ms. Brenda Nordlund Acting Commissioner Commissioner's Office, Department of |5 g, 4798 Helena MT  |59624-1728
Labor and Industry
Mr. Brad Johnson Chairman Montana Public Service Commission PO Box 202601 Helena MT 59620-2601
Mr. Jason Smith Director Governor's Office of Indian Affairs PO Box 200801 Helena MT 59620-0801
Government of the State of Wyoming
. s . ) Wyoming State Historic Preservation 2301 Central Avenue
Ms. Mary Hopkins State Historic Preservation Officer Office Barrett Building, Third Floor Cheyenne WY 82002
. . . Wyoming Office of State Lands and 112 West 25th Street
Ms. Jenifer Scoggin Director Investments Herschler Building, Suite W103 Cheyenne WY 82002
Ms. Lily Barkau Natural Resources Program Manager Heaf:lquarters, Depqrtment of 200 West 17th Street Cheyenne wYy 82002
Environmental Quality
Mr. Josh Van Viack fr\flfstt f;"’r‘]tgsForeSter - Operations & -\ 5ming State Forestry Division 5500 Bishop Blvd Cheyenne  [WY 82009
Mr. Brandon Gebhart Director Wyoming Water Development Office 6920 Yellowtail Road Cheyenne WY 82002
Mr. Luke Reiner Director Wyoming Department of Transportation |5300 Bishop Blvd. Cheyenne WY 82009
Governor Mark Gordon Governor Office of the Governor 200 W 24th St Cheyenne WY 82002
. Herschler Building East,
Secretary Edward Buchanan Secretary of State State of Wyoming 122 W 25th St, Ste 100 Cheyenne WY 82002-0020
Mr. Grant Frost Wildiife Biologist gg‘;f:gi?;:eadq“a“ers' Wyoming 15400 Bishop Bivd Cheyenne  |WY  |82006
Mr. Doug Miyamoto Director Department of Agriculture 2219 Carey Avenue Cheyenne WY 82002-0100
Mr. Matt Withroder Regional Wildlife Supervisor 'ézr:::'g ':F{;%'O”a' Office, Wyoming 1212 S. Adams Street Laramie WY  [82070
Wyoming State Parks, Historic Sites, 2301 Centra